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The primary purpose of the research study was to identify the most common discipline
infractions and consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students enrolled in a middle school
located in the Mississippi Delta. In addition, the study sought to determine relationships among
the common discipline infractions and student performance and the common discipline
consequences and student performance on the statewide assessments for English/language arts
(ELA) and mathematics by grade level. The study utilized existing data for the Grade 7 and
Grade 8 students who had committed one or more disciplinary infractions during the 2017-2018
school year and had ELA and mathematics scores during the 2018-19 school year. The results of
the study showed class disruptions, physical aggression, inappropriate language, disorderly
conduct, and fighting were the top five disciplinary infractions. Out-of-school suspension (OSS)
was the most common consequence for the students. For Grade 7 students, the results of Pearson
correlations showed statistically significant relationships existed between grouped infractions
(passing gas, being in the wrong location, falsifying notes, pulling a student by his/her leg, and
putting a student’s tablet in trash) and ELA scores, and between the same grouped infractions

and mathematics scores. For Grade 8 students, there was a statistically significant relationship
between students refusing to comply and ELA scores, and students refusing to comply and
mathematics scores. In addition, for Grade 7 students, significant relationships existed between
4-day OSSs and ELA scores, and between 4-day OSSs and mathematics scores. For Grade 8
students, statistically significant relationships existed between receiving corporal punishment and
ELA scores and alternative school and ELA scores. Further, statistically significant relationships
existed between receiving corporal punishment and mathematics scores, and alternative school
and mathematics scores for Grade 8 students.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The traditional aim of school discipline is to help create and maintain safe, orderly, and
positive learning environments using corrective action to change misbehavior and teach selfdiscipline (Bear, 2008; United States Department of Education, Office of Safe and Healthy
Students [USDE, OSHS], 2016). Research findings consistently demonstrated the intricacies of
positive student learning were evident in disciplined school climates conveying order, a sense of
community, and high expectations for both staff and students (Bear, 2008). Implications from
research studies suggested that when districts implemented a school-wide approach to discipline
that was focused, consistent, and proactive, rather than the classroom to classroom approach, the
results were more likely effective (Bradshaw et al., 2015; Flannery et al., 2014).
According to the National Center of Educational Statistics (NCES; 2017), discipline
infractions in schools are categorized as exclusionary or inclusionary sanctions. Exclusionary
sanctions remove students from the normal learning environment such as out-of-school
suspension (OSS) or in-school suspension (ISS). In contrast, inclusionary discipline sanctions
include afterschool detention, corporal punishment, parent notification, and parent conference
with the principal, and do not remove students from the learning setting (NCES, 2017).
However, in many instances, districts use suspension sanctions for less severe infractions related
to class disruptions, defiance, and student delinquency (Welsh & Little, 2018). Bekkerman and
Gilpin (2016) suggested school districts that continuously use punishments risk the opportunity
1

of significantly affecting positive educational outcomes for students.
An important mission of public education surrounds creating safe and orderly
environments for learning (Bekkerman & Gilpin, 2016; J. Z. George Secondary Handbook,
2018-19). Schools often underperform when understanding how to maintain safety and when to
implement the appropriate discipline measures for orderly classrooms (Bear, 2008). Research
studies suggested inappropriate behaviors and disruptions take away from student engagement
and instructional emphasis in the classroom (NCES, 2017).
Statement of the Problem
In the United States, inappropriate behaviors during the 2013-14 school year caused the
removal of 2.3 million students from the classroom setting (United States Department of
Education, Office for Civil Rights [USDE, OCR], 2016a). Data acquired from the National
Teacher and Principal Survey (NTPSP) on the disadvantages of inappropriate behavior showed
that two challenges emerged: (a) interruption of instructional time due to misconduct, and (b)
tardiness and cutting class which interfered with teaching (NCES, 2017).
Mississippi’s support of strict discipline measures caused the USDE, OCR (2016a) to
collect data and conduct several studies about the discipline policies in Mississippi. Notably, the
USDE, OCR (2016a) found that school districts in the Mississippi Delta suspended more
students with OSS than ISS. Further, the USDE, OCR (2016a) suggested that zero tolerance
policies in Mississippi’s schools had manifested into a cesspool of unfair practices perpetrated
against minorities. As a result, Mississippi gained notoriety as the state with one of the nation’s
most unfair discipline protocols (USDE, OCR, 2016a). Suspensions in the Mississippi Delta
showed that a large number of students received one or more OSSs while in attendance resulting
2

in 9,150 OSSs (USDE, OCR, 2016a). From the 2014-2015 data, two school districts in Leflore
County, Mississippi, had OSS rates of 13.2% and 19.2% respectively (Kellogg Foundation,
2016).
Further, the number of suspensions varied throughout the state resulting in major
implications for students’ academic success (Mississippi Data Project, 2016, as cited in Mader,
2017). State data confirmed that of the 10 school districts in Mississippi with the highest
discipline infractions, the school district selected for this study, located in the Mississippi Delta,
ranked ninth (USDE, 2016). Statistics from the Mississippi Data Project observed and examined
by the Mississippi State University Social Science Research Center indicated several factors
contributed to the disproportionality of OSSs throughout the state (Mississippi Data Project,
2016, as cited in Mader, 2017). Students are suspended most for disobedience, disrespect, excess
noise, and fighting (Skiba et al., 1997). In many cases, school districts rely on suspension
sanctions for minor infractions related to class disruptions, defiance, and student delinquency
(Welsh & Little, 2018).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the most common discipline infraction, the
most common discipline consequences, and if relationships existed among discipline infractions
and discipline consequences and student achievement in the areas of English/language arts
(ELA) and mathematics from one school in the Mississippi Delta. More specifically, the purpose
of the study was to determine if relationships existed among the most common discipline
infractions of Grade 7 and Grade 8 students and their scores on the Mississippi Academic
Assessment Program (MAAP) ELA and Mathematics in a rural school district in the Mississippi
3

Delta. In addition, the purpose of the study was to determine if relationships existed among the
most common discipline consequences of Grade 7 and Grade 8 students and their scores on the
Mississippi Academic Assessment Program (MAAP) ELA and Mathematics. The study
included data from an existing database consisting of the discipline infractions, discipline
consequences, and assessment scores for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students.
Research Questions
Six research questions guided the data collection and data analysis for this study. The
research questions focused on common discipline infractions and common discipline
consequences, ELA scores, and mathematics scores for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students.
1.

What were the most common discipline infractions for Grade 7 and Grade 8
students during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?

2.

What were the most common discipline consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8
students during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?

3.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students' common
discipline infractions and academic performance in ELA scores as measured by
the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?

4.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students' common
discipline infractions and academic performance in mathematics scores as
measured by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?

5.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline consequences and academic performance in ELA scores as measured
by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?
4

6.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline consequences and academic performance in mathematics scores as
measured by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?
Significance of the Study

This study is important because the findings will add to the body of literature related to
keeping schools safe, decreasing students’ discipline infractions, and enhancing students’
academic performance. The study may be useful to a broad range of stakeholders, educators,
principals, district administrators, school board members, charter school heads, school resource
officers, counselors, social workers, parents, community leaders, and importantly, students
themselves. The study may offer insights to help school districts make deliberate steps to build
positive school climates and prevent misbehavior.
Delimitations
An existing dataset for the study included data for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students enrolled
in a public-school district in the Mississippi Delta during the 2017-18 academic school year. The
data consisted of types and numbers of discipline infractions and discipline consequences for the
specific students by grade level, gender, and race. The dataset also included the students’ MAAP
test scores for ELA and mathematics.
Definitions of Key Terms
The following operational terms provided meaning to complete the study. The terms are used
throughout the study.
At-risk students are those identified with a low socio-economic status and reading scores
5

below grade level (Stanley & Plucker, 2008).
Consequence refers to the sanction given to a student based on the student's specific offense
by the school administrator (Petrosino et al., 2017).
Corporal punishment refers to a behavior modifier with the use of physical force and causes
pain (Straus, 2001).
Discipline gap is the disproportionate discipline response to one race compared to others
(Losen & Skiba, 2010).
Exclusionary discipline refers to the removal of a student from the normal learning
environment (National Clearinghouse on Supportive School Discipline [NCSSD], 2014).
Expulsion is an exclusionary measure to remove students from the learning environment for
the remainder of the school year or longer based on the policy of the local governing board
(USDE, OCR, 2016b).
Inclusionary discipline refers to a discipline action such as afterschool detention that does not
require the removal of students from the normal classroom setting (NCSSD, 2014).
In-school suspension denotes a temporary removal of the student from the classroom setting
for at least half a day to several weeks. The staff supervises the student (USDE, OCR, 2016b).
Mississippi Academic Assessment Program measures student academic growth from
elementary through high school for subject areas (Mississippi Department of Education, MDE,
2016). For Grades 3-8 students, the progression is measured during the spring for English,
language arts and mathematics (MDE, 2016).
Office discipline referrals (ODR) refer to the documentation of the violation of a school rule
or policy that has been observed by a staff member and submitted to school leadership to deliver
6

a consequence because of the student’s action (Irvin et al., 2006).
Out- of--school suspension is the temporary, complete exclusion of a student from school and
related activities for one day or longer (USDE, OCR 2016b).
Positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) is designed to make schools more
effective through a multi-tiered framework (PBIS, 2020).
Conceptual Framework
Figure 1 provides a visual display of the study's framework. The most common discipline
infractions and most common discipline consequences are identified for Grade 7 and Grade 8
students. An existing database from the 2017-18 school year was used for the study.

Figure 1.

Conceptual Framework of the Study

Figure 1 is a visual illustration of the major components of the study. Discipline
infractions represent the behaviors of the students and the penalties that the district imposed
7

based on the infractions. The ELA and mathematics scores were used to determine if there were
statistically significant relationships among the variables of common discipline infractions and
common discipline consequences.
Theoretical Framework
In order to create orderly classrooms, teachers employ punitive measures for minor
discipline infractions (Davis, 2014). When implementing no excuse discipline, minor infractions
are severely penalized to reduce extreme offenses (Davis, 2014). Therefore, teachers attempt to
get ahead of bigger problems by chastising minor student discipline issues with penalties of lost
privileges, detention, or suspension (Davis, 2014). No excuse discipline was derived from the
"broken window" theory, which suggests that stopping serious crimes start with the prevention of
minor offenses that produce the appearance of disorder (Thompson, 2015). The school of
thought suggested that leaving a broken window unrepaired (broken signifies neglect and nobody
cares) can lead to more serious crimes (Kelling, 2001).
The premise as the "broken window" theory relates to the educational setting further
suggested that schools need consistent expectations about cultural and academic standards (Boyd
& MacNeil, 2018). The relevance of the "broken window" theory provides school leaders with
an idea of the number of potential problems that impact the schools’ operations (Boyd &
MacNeil, 2018). In addition, the theory relates to the operations with classroom teaching (Boyd
& MacNeil, 2018). Teachers’ classroom practices include two protocols. First, minimized
behavior begins with teachers insisting on appropriate standards of behavior early on (Boyd &
MacNeil, 2018). Teachers address small misbehaviors such as basic behavioral expectations
(Boyd & MacNeil, 2018). These include not using inappropriate language, not touching other
8

students’ property, not talking while the teacher is talking, and using a raised hand to respond
(Boyd & MacNeil, 2018).
Secondly, teachers are required to report highly disruptive classroom behaviors (Boyd &
MacNeil, 2018). In order to establish new behavioral expectations, principals immediately
remove students from the classroom and contact parents (Boyd & MacNeil, 2018). By doing so,
students see that little things matter (Boyd & MacNeil, 2018). Using the two measures translates
to students having greater academic achievement in a well-managed classroom environment
(Griffith, 2002). By addressing misbehavior early on reduces the potential for larger problems,
minimizes the number of discipline referrals, and increases academic achievement (Boyd &
MacNeil, 2018; Griffith, 2002).
Research Design
A quantitative, correlational research design was selected and used for the study.
Correlational research examines collected data to determine the existence of relationships
between two or more quantifiable variables and to what degree the relationships exist (Gay et al.,
2016). An existing database of secondary data provided the information to answer the research
questions.
Organization of Study
The research study includes five chapters. The first chapter consists of the introduction
and the background of the study. The first chapter includes the following components: (a)
statement of the problem, (b) purpose of the study, (c) research questions, (d) significance of the
study, (e) delimitations, (f) definition of terms, (g) conceptual framework, (h) theoretical
framework, and (i) research design.
9

Chapter II contains a review of related literature that addresses (a) discipline policies, (b)
zero tolerance policies, (c) infractions and consequences, (d) infractions and consequences on
gender, (e) infractions and consequences on race, (f) infractions and consequences on academic
achievement, and (g) related theory. A discussion of the research design appears in Chapter III.
Chapter IV provides a presentation of findings from the analysis of the data. The data
analysis section includes conclusions for the research questions. Chapter V provides a summary
of the study. In addition, the chapter includes a discussion of the findings, conclusions,
implications, and recommendations.

10

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter provides a review of the literature related to students’ discipline infractions
and consequences. Gathered from recent research, the literature review gives insight into how
schools acquired the role of disciplinarians. Moreover, this review of research includes
observations of the characteristics and behavior patterns of middle school students as the focal
point of the study. In addition, the chapter reflects current studies on discipline infractions and
discipline consequences associated with gender and academic performance. Further, the review
highlights the theoretical framework selected to help explain behaviors centered on discipline
infractions and consequences associated with student achievement.
Discipline Policies
In the past, teachers were unsuccessful in the elimination of class disruptions,
disobedience, and bullying (FindLaw, 2019; Public Agenda, 2004). Because of this reality,
teachers and administrators disciplined students with the use of corporal punishment and
humiliation (Morris & Howard, 2003). The discontentment towards corporal punishment in the
1960s and early 1970s called for a shift from reactive to punitive measures; therefore, resulting
in the maximization of discipline consequences through the implementation of zero tolerance
policies, suspensions, and expulsions (Gershoff & Font, 2016). Years later, during the 1990s,
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disciplinary consequences became more exclusionary as the preferred method which targeted
violent and non-violent offenders (Skiba & Losen, 2015).
Old and New Zero Tolerance Policies
Zero tolerance policies were intended to deter violent and disruptive offenses with
mandated predetermined consequences of punishment (Cohen, 2016; Hoffman, 2012). Under the
original zero tolerance policies, it was mandatory that schools or districts follow specific
guidelines for drugs, fighting, gang related activities, and gun possession (Guns Free School Act,
1994). Later, the policies expanded to include such nonviolent infractions as defiance, defacing
school property, habitual profanity, smoking, and other disruptions (Skiba & Knesting, 2001;
Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Wallace et al., 2008).
Although the intent of zero tolerance policies was to deter student misconduct involving
disruptions and dangerous behavior, researchers admitted the intended outcome was unsuccessful
(Hoffman, 2012). Instead, the policies helped the emergence of more discipline infractions
within urban schools (Wallace et al., 2008), which disproportionately affected Hispanic and
African American students at three times the rate of Caucasian students (Skiba & Rausch, 2006).
According to Thompson's (2016) findings, the use of zero tolerance policies in conjunction with
nonviolent acts furthered the goal of meeting high stakes testing demands by applying harsh
penalties to minor student misconduct. Thompson (2016) suggested that the implementation of
zero tolerance policies increased teacher effectiveness, granting less disruptive students an
opportunity to excel on mandatory standardized tests with fewer disruptions.
During President Obama’s era, zero tolerance policies were strongly discouraged, and
discipline discretion reverted to building principals (USDE, 2014). Although zero tolerance
12

policies declined in popularity, the legacy remained present in discipline school patterns
(Wegmann & Smith, 2019). Moreover, the reformation of discipline policies limiting suspensions
for non-violent behavior showed moderate declines in student removals from the learning
environment (Lacoe & Steinberg, 2017). The replication of zero tolerance policies have
remained and function as tools for policing students (Sullivan, 2018; Wegmann & Smith, 2019).
A new phenomenon somewhat like the old discipline structure was designed to
administer control over misbehaved students (Wegmann & Smith, 2019). The new structure
considered the students detrimentally risky to the educational system and used classroom
removals as the most effective strategy to address the behavior (Wegmann & Smith, 2019). The
removal could be permanent or temporary with the intent to minimize risk rather than engage in
rehabilitation (Wegmann & Smith, 2019).
Wegmann and Smith (2019) conducted a survey study using data from 4,100 (Grade 6
through Grade 9) students from 17 schools in two North Carolina districts. The survey included
types of misconduct and the frequency of the occurrences of misconduct over the prior 30 days.
The range of misconduct included physical fights with other students, arguing with teachers,
tardiness, and late assignments (Wegmann & Smith, 2019). Data analysis included comparative
analysis of types of behavior for African American and Caucasian students, and binary logistic
regression to investigate disparities by sex and race. The findings revealed that regardless of the
number of occurrences of infractions, African American students were less likely to receive
warnings in the classroom or in messages to their parents in comparison to their Caucasian peers
(Wegmann & Smith, 2019). The researchers believed that warning students prior to dispersing
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infractions provided an opportunity to self-correct behavior before consequences escalated to
exclusionary punishments (Wegmann & Smith, 2019)
Discipline Infractions and Consequences
Serious to Severe Infractions
The research related to discipline infractions and consequences showed a long history
with a great deal of the research focused on the results or implications of zero tolerance policies
(Mendez & Knoff, 2003; Theriot & Dupper, 2010). The historical account revealed telling
information on varied discipline consequences (Mendez & Knoff, 2003; Skiba et al., 1997; Skiba
& Rausch, 2006). Early studies examined infractions of elementary and middle school students
(Skiba et al., 1997). Skiba et al. (1997) provided affirmation of middle school behavior through a
comparative analysis using two different datasets related to school discipline in urban middle
schools. In the first study, 19 middle schools participated, and in the second study, one single
school participated. The researchers observed discipline files for each school to determine the
most common types of discipline actions and penalties (Skiba et al., 1997). Using the district’s
discipline policy, researchers found there were 33 reasons for referrals and 22 consequences
(Skiba et al., 1997). During some occasions, students received several infractions simultaneously
(Skiba et al., 1997). Skiba et al. (1997) reported that students were suspended the most for
serious (disobedience, conduct interference, disrespect, excess noise, and abusive language) and
severe infractions (fighting). Based on the infractions, the district administered varied
consequences ranging from mild (parent contact, counseling, reprimand, conference, behavior
contract, apology, peer counseling, withdrawal of privileges, or extra work) to not so mild
consequences such as suspension and corporal punishment (Skiba et al., 1997). Of the
14

consequences administered, suspensions accounted for 33.3% of all consequences while corporal
punishment and milder consequences relative to behavioral contracts, apologies, or counseling
were the least used (Skiba et al., 1997). In general, findings revealed that middle school students
were at risk of a greater likelihood of committing serious and severe infractions such as fighting
(Skiba et al., 1997). Furthermore, students with serious and severe infractions received
suspensions instead of alternative consequences (Skiba et al., 1997; Theriot & Dupper, 2010).
Showing different results, a more recent study suggested middle school and high school students
were suspended more often for minor infractions of school rules such as tardiness, dress code
violations, and class disruptions (Losen & Martinez, 2013).
In the second study, Skiba et al. (1997) found the most serious infractions that occurred
in the single middle school dataset reflected students’ lack of cooperation, insubordination/verbal
abuse, excessive tardiness/absences, inappropriate behavior and profane/abusive language. When
comparing the two studies, the serious infractions and consequences differed. Notably, most of
the single school’s responses to the serious infractions included parental notifications and
sending students’ reports of behavior home while the least reported consequences administered
were ISS and OSS (Skiba et al., 1997). The pattern of serious infractions in both datasets
revealed that reasons for referrals related to insubordination and noncompliance.
Another study examined infractions for students moving from elementary to middle
school. Theriot and Dupper (2010) conducted a study focused on identifying the greatest types of
risks associated with student discipline referrals as students transitioned from elementary to
middle school. The most common infractions by Grade 6 students were serious and severe
infractions that involved class disturbances, failure to follow rules, and fighting (Theriot &
15

Dupper, 2010). The researchers concluded as students’ grade levels increased, the severity of the
infractions increased (Theriot & Dupper, 2010).
In recent years, public schools experienced increases in severe school punishments,
including suspensions, arrests, and referrals to juvenile court (City Lab, 2017). Researchers
suggested that schools utilized suspension or exclusionary discipline in response to a variety of
behaviors such as insubordination, disruptive behavior, tardiness, and non-compliance (Cagle,
2017). Often these nonthreatening offenses including noncompliance or disrespect led to office
referrals as found in Skiba et al.'s (1997) early study.
Seeking to learn more about discipline infractions, Fite et al. (2017) conducted a study to
determine the types of aggressive behaviors (reactive or proactive) that were most associated
with issued discipline referrals in elementary schools. To understand the difference between the
two aggressions (reactive or proactive), researchers observed discipline data, online teacher
surveys, and students’ responses (Fite et al., 2017). From the investigation, data revealed that
reactive aggression, although less severe, was heavily associated with serious infractions
(defiance/disrespect, non-compliance, disruption, property misuse, physical contact, dress code
violation, teasing/bullying, physical aggression, and inappropriate language) and strongly linked
to discipline actions (Fite et al., 2017). Implications from the literature supporting the study
revealed that reactive aggression closely relates to elementary students' inability to manage
impulsive behavior successfully and to those who exhibited poor emotional and behavioral
regulation (Fite et al., 2017). Fite et al. (2017) acknowledged that due to impulsive behavior
from reactive aggression, elementary students faced more consequences for serious infractions.
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Severe Infractions
The Indicators of School Crime and Safety reported aggregate data on the seriousness of
public safety and security related to schools (NCES, 2017). Principals answered the following
question: “How often certain discipline issues occurred in their schools during the 2015-16
school year” (NCES, 2017). The data showed that approximately 10% of the respondents
reported acts of disrespect toward teachers other than verbal abuse. In addition, 5% of public
schools reported teachers received verbal abuse from the students, 2% reported widespread
disorder in the classrooms, and 1% reported sexual harassment of other students based on sexual
orientation or gender identity (NCES, 2017). Of all the reports, the commonly reported discipline
problem among public schools during the survey year (2015-16) was student bullying (NCES,
2017).
Mendez and Knoff (2003) identified specific discipline infractions from their research.
Their study examined a school district located in Florida, the 12th largest school district in the
United States (Mendez & Knoff, 2003). The school district was comprised of mostly inner city
and rural youths. The researchers found that 90% of all OSS related to 15 infractions (Mendez &
Knoff, 2003). The most frequent infractions included the following:
Disobedience/insubordinations (20%), disruptive behaviors (13%), fighting (13%), inappropriate
behaviors (11%), noncompliance with assigned discipline (7%), profanity (7%), disrespect (6%),
tobacco possession (4%), battery (3%), threat/intimidation (2%), left class or campus without
permission (2%), weapons possession (7%), narcotics possession (6%), sexual harassment (6%),
and alcohol possession (3%) (Mendez & Knoff, 2003). Overall, the results showed that middle
school students tended to have problems with authority, engaged in fighting, and presented class
disruptions (Mendez & Knoff, 2003), which supported an earlier study of Skiba et al. (1997).
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Severe to Extremely Severe Infractions
The School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) included responses from school
principals regarding discipline consequences for specific offenses to understand certain student
behaviors (NCES, 2017). The report indicated that the specific student offenses that principals
reported in 2015-16 were physical attacks (fights), distribution or possession, or use of alcohol
(NCES, 2017). In addition, the report revealed other student offenses included possession or use
of illegal drugs and use or possession of a firearm or explosive device (NCES, 2017). Lastly,
other offenses reported included the possession of a weapon other than a firearm or an explosive
device (NCES, 2017).
According to the SSOCS, consequences varied for the infractions (NCES, 2017). Types
of discipline consequences included (a) OSS, which lasted 5 days or more; (b) expulsion for the
remainder of the school term without any support services; and (c) transfer to alternative schools
(NCES, 2017). In general, the findings suggested that the largest number of discipline referrals
were due to physical attacks and the most common consequence for an extremely severe offense
was suspension for five or more days (NCES, 2017).
Infractions and Consequences on Gender
The literature supported a trend in differences in the number of discipline infractions and
consequences among male and female students (Lewis et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2016; Mendez
& Knoff, 2003; Skiba et al., 2002). Male students were sanctioned and suspended more when
compared with female students (Lewis et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2016; Mendez & Knoff, 2003;
Skiba et al., 2002). An analysis of OSSs in large, ethnically diverse school districts suggested
that male students experienced suspensions at a higher rate than females across race, gender, and
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school level (Lewis et al., 2010; Mendez & Knoff, 2003). Another study, examining the relative
distribution of different types of discipline based on race and gender, concluded male students
more likely received punishment in comparison with female students (Martin et al., 2016).
Martin et al.’s (2016) study confirmed that in comparison, male students received punishments
more often than female students relative to corporal punishment, ISS, OSS, expulsion with or
without educational services, and referrals to law enforcement or school related arrests.
An earlier study that McFadden and Marsh (1992) conducted had similar findings
regarding male students. The researchers investigated the most common behaviors that resulted
in infractions, based on race and gender, in a Florida school district using a sample size of 4,391
files from nine different schools (McFadden & Marsh, 1992). The researchers concluded that
males accounted for 77.5% of referrals for defiance of school authority, 70.3% for truant
behavior, 86.8% for bothering others, and 66.7% for fights (McFadden & Marsh, 1992).
A similar study by Skiba et al. (2002) drew from one year of an urban middle school’s
discipline records representing 11,001 students. Male students accounted for 51.8% of the
population compared to 48.2% of female participants (Skiba et al., 2002). The purpose of the
study was to gain an understanding of disproportionate discipline behaviors based on gender,
race, and socioeconomic status. The records showed that male students had more discipline
infractions than female students and male students had serious infractions such as sexual acts,
while the majority of female students had minor infractions such as truancy (Skiba et al., 2002).
In several studies, African American males had the highest student infractions ahead of
Caucasian males, followed by African American females, and lastly, Caucasian females (Lewis
et al., 2010; Mendez & Knoff, 2003; Skiba et al., 2002). A disproportionate number of discipline
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referrals resulting in consequences of corporate punishment and school expulsions for African
American boys occurred often in regular education classrooms (Lewis et. al., 2010; Skiba &
Rausch, 2006). Serious discipline infractions by African American and Latino boys included
disobedience, looking at administrators or faculty crazy, disorderly conduct, disrespect, and
making excessive noise that often resulted in suspension or expulsion (Rios, 2011).
Lewis et al. (2010) utilized data from 33,301 students across all grade levels during the
2005-06 school term in their investigation of discipline patterns of African American male
students and consequences that affected their academic achievement on standardized tests. The
top 10 behavior infractions for African American males ranged from serious to severe infractions
and included disobedience, defiance, fighting with other students, truancy, improper dress,
tardiness, threats to students, profane language towards adults and students, and theft (Lewis et
al., 2010). Hispanic male students had more truancy discipline infractions than African American
male students (Lewis et al., 2010). Hispanic male students’ discipline infractions consisted of
disobedience, defiance, truancy, fighting with students, tardiness, improper dress, threats to
students, profane language towards adults and students, and theft (Lewis et al., 2010).
Conversely, Caucasian males exhibited behavior somewhat different (Lewis et al., 2010).
Although disobedience was the highest discipline infraction for Caucasian males, truancy was
above defiance (Lewis et al., 2010). Caucasian students’ discipline infractions involved fights
with students, disobedience, truancy, defiance, tardiness, improper dress, profane language
towards adults, threat to students, profane language towards students, and theft (Lewis et al.,
2010). Notably, the study revealed that disobedience was the most common infraction that male
students exhibited regardless of race (Lewis et al., 2010).
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Lewis et al. (2010) examined the discipline consequences for African American,
Hispanic, and Caucasian males. The researchers found the top responses from the school district
levied against African American male students included school detention, ISS, OSS for 3 days,
restricted lunch, conferences with the student, restricted recess, Saturday school, warnings, OSS
for 5 days, and conferences with parents and students (Lewis et al., 2010). Penalties for Hispanic
male students were similar to those of African American male students for three consequences
(detention, ISS, and OSS). For these students, Saturday school was the fourth sanction followed
by restricted lunch, restricted recess, conference with student, warning, OSS for 5 days, and
conferences with parent and student (Lewis et al., 2010). In comparison, detention and ISS for
Caucasian male students were their first and second highest discipline consequences (Lewis et
al., 2010). The third highest penalty for Caucasian male students was restricted recess followed
by restricted lunch, OSS for 3 days, warning, Saturday school, conference with student, OSS for
5 days, and conference with parent and student (Lewis et al., 2010).
In general, the findings revealed that the common discipline consequences administered
to all groups were school detention and ISS, but Caucasian male students were administered
restricted recess and lunch before receiving OSS for three days (Lewis et al., 2010). The third
highest discipline consequence for African American and Hispanic male students was OSS. Prior
to OSS, Caucasian males received softer penalties (Lewis et al., 2010).
In comparison to African American male students, African American females
experienced suspensions for particular infractions (George, 2015). For instance, African
American female students’ suspensions grew from control over appearance associated with
natural hair, braids, or dreadlocks (Morris, 2016). African American female students’ discipline
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challenges occurred because of subjective views of improper dress, exhibiting defiant behavior,
and fighting with students (Blake et al., 2011). The literature overwhelmingly suggested that
African American female students strongly represented the group disciplined more for using
profane language than other groups (Blake et al., 2011; Skiba et al., 2002). Caucasian female
students displayed truant behavior as their major discipline infraction (Blake et al., 2011; Skiba
et al., 2002).
Discipline Infractions and Consequences by Race
An historical account of research depicted discipline infractions and consequences were
disproportionate by race (Blake et al., 2011; Gregory & Weinstein, 2008; Lewis et al., 2010;
Morris, 2016; Skiba et al., 2002). Studies on suspension suggested that African American
students comprised an estimated 17% of the United States' public education student body and
represented 32% of suspended students (Mendez et al., 2002). This information indicated that
students of color were twice as likely as Caucasian students to receive suspensions (Arcia, 2007;
Mendez et al., 2002; Welsh & Little, 2018).
One study using student data from 19 middle schools in one of the largest school districts
during the 1994-1995 school year explored the type of factors that contributed to
disproportionate discipline infractions (Skiba et al., 2002). The authors found that Caucasian
students’ discipline referrals reflected objective infractions such as vandalism and smoking, and
African American students’ discipline referrals reflected subjectivity-based opinions such as
noise and disrespect (Skiba et al., 2002).
Gregory and Weinstein (2008) reviewed the common reasons for discipline referrals of
urban high school students and found the 67% of the total referrals represented defiance of adult
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authority (Gregory & Weinstein, 2008). A closer analysis revealed that of the 30% of African
American student enrollment, 58% represented defiant referrals; however, of the 37% of the
Caucasian student enrollment, the representation of defiant behavior was only 5% (Gregory &
Weinstein, 2008). African American students received referrals for defiant behavior at
disproportionate rates (Gregory & Weinstein, 2008; Ispa-Landa, 2017; Morris, 2016; Vanderhaar
et al, 2014).
In another study, Skiba et al. (2011) analyzed students’ discipline infraction data from
364 elementary and middle schools in the United States. The analysis revealed that African
American students were likely referred to the office for the same discipline infraction or
variations of the same discipline infraction. In comparison to Caucasian students, African
American students were less likely to receive ISS. Across all grades, African American students
in comparison to Caucasian students were more likely to receive OSS or expulsion (Skiba et al.,
2011). Reports for the years 2014 - 2017 revealed that Black students were suspended and
expelled at three times the rate of White students nationwide, and that they disproportionately
received the harshest exclusionary penalties, especially in middle and high schools (Losen et al.,
2015; Loveless, 2017; USDE, 2016).
Other disparities resulting from exclusionary discipline practices were illustrated in a
number of publications. Anderson and Ritter (2017) reported disparities from data in school
districts in Arkansas and concluded that free and reduced lunch and eligibility for special
education services were among factors influencing disproportioned exclusionary discipline
practices. In comparison, African American students were likely to encounter such discipline 2.4
times more in comparison to other groups (Anderson & Ritter, 2017). An investigation of racial
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disparities in exclusionary school discipline practices included data from 1,666 elementary
schools and 483,686 office discipline infractions throughout the United States (Anderson &
Ritter (2017). The purpose of the investigation was to explore if disproportionate discipline
infractions and consequences existed during the 2011-12 school year (Girvan et al., 2016). In
another study that utilized the school wide information system (SWIS) from 45 states, the data
showed African American students were 1.26 times more likely to receive subjective discipline
infractions than Caucasian students (Girvan et al., 2016), which was consistent with other
research findings.
Discipline Infractions, Discipline Consequences, and Academic Achievement
One of the single most important factors related to student performance is a hugely
debated topic of the discipline climate in schools or classrooms and student achievement (Blank
& Shavit, 2016). A disruptive classroom climate hinders the learning process by reducing the
achievement of the entire class (Blank & Shavit, 2016). As a measure to increase student
academic performance with less class disruptions, schools increasingly adopted zero tolerance
policies while ascribing to the broken window theory of policing (City Lab, 2010). In creating an
orderly atmosphere, the intention was to deter serious or severe crimes by punishing people for
small offenses like vandalism (City Lab, 2010).Within schools, the concept was applied to
disruptive behavior or disorderly conduct such as cell phone possession, minor insubordination,
or inappropriate language as small punishable offenses (City Lab, 2010).
Kinsler (2013) sought to examine the relationship between school discipline and
achievement. The study consisted of middle school data from three of the four largest school
districts in North Carolina (Forsyth, Guilford, and Wake counties) with a significant
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heterogeneity population across all schools (Kinsler, 2013). Wake county students tended to
outperform other districts and were from households with higher educational levels (Kinsler,
2013). The typical African American student in Guilford County attended schools that were
predominantly African American (53%), and the typical Caucasian students attended schools that
were only 31% African American (Kinsler, 2013). Notably, African American students in
Guilford County experienced 67% more peer infractions in comparison to the typical Caucasian
students (Kinsler, 2013). The data observed several correlations: race and poor behavior had
strong relationships; students who received suspensions were more likely to be male, retained,
disabled and were from households with lower educational levels (Kinsler, 2013). Misbehaved
students scored more than half a standard deviation lower on end of year exams in comparison to
managed peers (Kinsler, 2013). On average, African American students in Forsyth and Guilford
Counties with higher proportions of minority students were more likely to experience harsh
discipline policies (Kinsler, 2013).
Suspensions and Academic Performance
A meta-analysis project on 53 cases from 34 studies (mostly dissertations) confirmed the
harmful outcomes of suspensions by examining the degree to which ISS or OSS affected student
achievement (Noltemeyer et al., 2015). The study's findings indicated that a positive relationship
existed between suspension, dropouts, and academic outcome. The analysis was unable to
determine to what extent ISS or OSS was most detrimental to academic achievement
(Noltemeyer et al., 2015). To confirm whether ISS negatively influenced student academic
outcomes, Chlolewa et al. (2018) conducted a high school longitudinal study of 11,800 public
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high school students. The findings revealed that ISS was associated with lower grade point
averages (Cholewa et al., 2018).
Based on another study’s analysis of discipline patterns and consequences, a large
number of missed instructional days occurred due to OSS (Lewis et al., 2010). The study
revealed that missed instructional time prescribed by school districts penalized students
academically (Arcia, 2007; Kinsler, 2013; Lewis et. al., 2010; Welsh & Little, 2018). When
examining students’ OSS data on the average of day 1, day 2, day 3, day 5, day 10, day15, and
day 29, students received more OSS for day 3 overall than any of the other consequences (Lewis
et. al., 2010). The results of the study showed there were 479 occurrences of the 3-day OSS that
represented 1,437 missed school days (Lewis et. al., 2010). Because of the high rate of missed
instructional days, Lewis et al. (2010) examined how the missed instructional days possibly
affected student achievement. The data revealed that fewer than 48% of African American
students were proficient or advanced for Grade 4, Grade 7, and Grade 9 English/language arts
(Lewis et. al, 2010). The scores for science and mathematics were more challenging with fewer
than 19% of Grade 8 students scoring proficient and advanced for science, while 7% of Grade 9
and Grade 10 students scored proficient and advanced for mathematics (Lewis et. al., 2010).
To show more detrimental effects of missed instructional time, Arcia (2007) conducted a
3-year longitudinal, quasi-experimental study on groups of non-suspended and suspended
students with similar demographics. The researcher validated the loss of percentage points based
on the number of days suspended to determine the impact of suspension on academic
achievement. After the second year, the suspended group was almost five grade levels below the
non-suspended group (Arcia, 2007). Across grade levels in the first year and throughout the three
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years, students with an accumulated 51 suspension days or more scored on average 258 points
lower than the non-suspended students (Arcia, 2007). In the third year, the same group of
students scored 327 points lower than the non-suspended students (Arcia, 2007).
Researchers determined that expulsion isolated students from the classroom environment
to combat disruptions and to secure a safe school environment (Commission of the States, 2018).
Research literature suggested that expulsions negatively affected students’ achievement,
increased students’ risks of dropping out-of-school, and aided future involvement with the justice
system (Commission of the States, 2018). In addition, the students most affected by exclusionary
discipline practices experienced high risk for poor academic outcomes (Gagnon et al., 2016).
Hilbert (2010) conducted a study to determine the degree of discipline referrals assigned
to African American and Caucasian students related to student achievement. Participants in the
study included approximately 500,000 Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8 students enrolled in public
schools in Texas during the 2008-2009 school term (Hilbert, 2010). Hilbert (2010) analyzed data
from the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) based on reading and mathematics
scores on race, grade, and discipline consequences. The data analysis determined if students who
received discipline consequences scored lower on the TAKS reading and math assessment than
students who did not receive discipline consequences (Hilbert, 2010). In order to derive the
results, analyses were performed according to the number of days students received discipline
consequences to determine an influence on test scores (Hilbert, 2010). The results showed that
Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8 students who were assigned discipline consequences had
statistically lower reading and math scores when compared to students who did not receive
consequences in Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8 (Hilbert, 2010).
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Other findings showed that ISS for Grade 6 students affected African American students'
reading scores more severely than those of Caucasian students (Hilbert, 2010). In addition, the
research addressed if an increase in the number of days students received discipline
consequences affected the assessment scores (Hilbert, 2010). For Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8
African American and Caucasian students who received more than 10 days of any consequence,
scores were statistically lower when compared to their counterparts who received 1 to 10 days of
a consequence (Hilbert, 2010). Overall, for Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8, the average reading
and math scores declined as the severity of the consequences increased (Hilbert, 2010).
Hilbert (2010) demonstrated the detrimental impact of discipline consequences on student
achievement.
Broken Windows Theory
When bullying and violence and other misbehavior issues are present, schools become
unsafe; therefore, creating a culture of fear and frustration (Liu & Meyer, 2005; Nooruddin et al,
2014). According to the broken windows theory, the key to maintaining discipline is the
prevention of minor offenses that produce disruptions (Thompson, 2015). The theory is
fashioned from broken windows policing that entails cracking down on minor offenses such as
panhandling and selling single cigarettes (Thompson, 2015). Police and sociologists believe that
if a window is left broken and unrepaired in a building, the rest of the windows will soon
resemble the first broken window. As mentioned earlier, one broken unrepaired window signals
that no one cares (Kelling & Wilson, 2012).
The education reform movement supports the broken windows theory while allowing
teachers autonomy to enforce behavioral expectations on students for minor infractions such as
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averted eyes, an untucked shirt, or improper raised hand (Davis, 2014). The premise of the
"broken windows" theory is to close achievement gaps between poor and affluent children by
having no tolerance for disorder (Davis, 2014). Such policy adoption appeared in Teach for
America (TFA) programs (Davis, 2014). With the adoption of the broken windows theory by
TFA, novice educators began to readopt zero tolerance as the no excuse policy (Davis, 2014).
Plank et al. (2009) conducted research on the premise of Wilson-Kellings' broken
windows theory that suggested one broken window leads to more windows if not corrected.
Based on the idea, Plank et al (2009) questioned whether physical disorder and social disorder
were associated. The study examined the influence of physical disorder, social disorder, and
collective efficacy within 33 urban middle public schools in a mid-Atlantic city. The results from
the study showed a negative association between structural characteristics and social disorder
(Plank et al., 2009). When classrooms are occupied by highly qualified teachers, a stable student
enrollment, high student attendance, and moderate free and reduced meals, students are less
likely to participate in fights and engage in less teacher abuse and less bullying among students
(Plank et al., 2009). Other results showed a positive association between physical disorder and
social disorder (Plank et al., 2009). The analysis revealed that unkept schools and bathrooms,
broken windows, and violence and vandalism strongly related to more fights, teacher abuse, and
drug/alcohol abuse (Plank et al., 2009). Based on data analysis, the study concluded that there
was a strong association with orderly school climate and higher achievement (Plank et al., 2009).
The Role of School Leadership
Schools become unsafe when bullying, violence, and other major misconduct issues
exhibit a sense of fear and frustration in the school culture (Liu & Meyer, 2005; Nooruddin et al,
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2014).When the school culture is disrupted, administrators are faced with numerous challenges
regarding school discipline (Findlay, 2015). Research studies showed that student offenses
requiring judgment calls from administrators and teachers disproportionately recognized African
American students (Losen, 2011). Studies revealed there are two possible conclusions when
African American students are disproportionately recognized: the students’ behavior necessitates
more subjective judgment or the students are unfairly prosecuted for certain types of misbehavior
(Losen, 2011).
Security officers are another integral part of school discipline decision-making and their
reactions to student misbehavior may cause student removal from the classroom, suspension,
physical restraints or even arrest (NYCU, 2011). Involving security officers in minor discipline
issues prevent students from alternative discipline consequences such as counseling or parent
conferences (NYCU, 2011). In order to circumvent misconduct and improve student
achievement, administrator must be more vigilant around campus, in the classroom, and allow
time for frequent student interaction (Water, Marzano & McNulty, 2004).
According to Gladwell (2000), administrators who implemented the broken windows
theory to discipline students used rehabilitative solutions to discipline instead of punishment to
increase student achievement. By using rehabilitative solutions, habitual patterns of misbehavior
can be altered (Gladwell, 2000). Students who exhibited poor decision-making skills were not
blamed for the lack of adequate adjustments to offset deep pain they experienced (Gladwell,
2000). The "broken windows" theory suggested that students utilize more choices and devote
time to discipline and study while avoiding the impact of negative behaviors (Gladwell, 2000).
Principals are encouraged to incorporate positive behavioral interventions to strategically teach
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social behavior, partner with families and community, and assess an individualized approach to
address intensive student needs (Muscott et al., 2008).
Chapter Summary
The review of the literature presented in Chapter II examined history related to public
education’s discipline structure in the United States. The overview of discipline, the birth of zero
tolerance policies, and the exclusionary measures associated with zero tolerance revealed they
assured students’ safety (Marshall Elementary Handbook, 2017-18). Past studies suggested that
penalties against one group of students exposed more harshness than against other groups
(Anderson & Ritter, 2017; Skiba et al., 2002). According to the literature, African American
students received higher suspension rates compared to their counterparts (Anderson et al., 2017;
Ispa-Landa, 2017; Skiba et al., 2002). For example, African American male students habitually
received harsh citations (George, 2015). Skiba et al. (2002) believed that African American male
students and African American female students experienced more subjective punishments than
other races.
The literature had a mixture of influences related to discipline infractions and subsequent
consequences on student outcomes. Arcia (2007) acknowledged that student suspensions had an
influence on students' ELA scores. Hilbert (2010) suggested that as the severity of the
consequence escalated, the average reading and mathematics scores declined. Chlolewa et al
(2018) acknowledged a relationship between ISS and students’ grades but concluded that the
extent of the influence of ISS on grades was unclear. Applying discipline consequences to
students' undesirable behavior is directly associated with the broken windows theory as a
preventive measure for future infractions that may be more detrimental to the student and society
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(Kellings & Wilson, 2012). According to Morris and Perry (2016), tough exclusionary discipline
policies intended for safer and orderly environments create a punitive society with student
expulsions. In general, administrator must be vigilant around campus and in the classroom as
they address issues of discipline infractions and consequences (Water et al., 2004)
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter is to present the research design and methodology used in the
study. An existing dataset from a school located in the Mississippi Delta was used in the study.
The chapter consists of the following: research design, researcher’s role, institutional review
board’s (IRB) approval, the setting, the participants, data collection, and analysis of the data.
Research Design
A quantitative correlational research design was used to conduct the study. Quantitative
research may be experimental or quasi-experimental and is typically used to examine numerical
data in order to explain, describe, or evaluate a phenomenon (Gay & Mills, 2019). The
correlation design selected for this study was appropriate for seeking relationships between
variables. The Pearson correlation design was selected for the study. In this study, associations
were determined between discipline infractions and ELA scores and discipline infractions and
mathematics scores. Likewise, associations were also determined between discipline
consequences and ELA scores and discipline consequences and mathematics scores for middle
school students. Quantitative research design procedures guided the collection and analysis of
the data.
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Role of Researcher and Institutional Review Board Approval
The researcher collected data from a local school district in the rural Mississippi Delta.
However, before requesting data, the researcher sought permission to conduct the study from the
Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board (IRB). Once granted approval, the
researcher requested data from the local school district. Appendix A includes the letter of
approval from the IRB to conduct the study.
Research Questions
The research questions for the study focused on discipline infractions, discipline
consequences, and their associations with achievement scores. The following are the research
questions that guided the study.
1.

What were the most common discipline infractions for Grade 7 and Grade 8
students during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?

2.

What were the most common discipline consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8
students during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?

3.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline infractions and academic performance in ELA scores as measured by
the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?

4.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline infractions and academic performance in mathematics scores as
measured by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?
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5.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline consequences and academic performance in ELA scores as measured
by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?

6.

Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common
discipline consequences and academic performance in mathematics scores as
measured by the MAAP in Grade 7 and Grade 8?
Setting

The study utilized data from one school district located in the Mississippi Delta. The
selection of the school was based on convenience as time constraints and the school’s proximity
to the researcher were important. The data were for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students enrolled in a
middle school located in the rural school district during the 2017-18 school term. The majority of
the students enrolled in the school were African American.
Discipline Ladder
The discipline ladder guided administrative decisions regarding actions taken based on
student behavior during the academic year. Discipline consequences were applied for Grade 7
and Grade 8 students. Table 1 provides the discipline ladder for the school. The ladder contains
discipline consequences for infractions that students in Grade 7 and Grade 8 committed. The
discipline consequences are shown by steps.
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Table 1
Ladder for Discipline Consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 Students by Steps
Step

Consequence

1

Contact parents, 30 minutes after school for 2 days or paddling up to 5 licks

2

Contact parents, ISS up to 3 days, paddling or suspension (see OSS
schedule), loss of privileges for 5 days

3

Contact parents, ISS up to 5 days, paddling, suspension, loss of privileges
for 10 days (probation)

4

Contact parents, ISS for 5 days, suspension, loss of privileges for 10 days
(probation)

5

Contact parents, suspension, loss of privileges for 10 days
1st offense-youth court with 7-10 days in detention and loss of buss
privileges
2nd offense-youth court with daily detention up to 90 days, and nightly
curfew beginning at 5:30 p.m.

6

Contact parents, training school, suspension, assigned to alternative
program except for weapons or felonious students
Student can be removed from alternative program for criminal or violent
behavior
Loss of privilege to participate in or attend graduation ceremonies

OSS schedule

1st suspension (1-3) days; 2nd suspension (1-5) days; 3rd suspension (3-5)
days

Table 1 shows consequences organized in six steps. The steps represent consequences
ordered in the degree of the penalty for infractions committed. Table 2 provides a display of the
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discipline infraction categories and consequences for the school district represented in the study.
Discipline infractions and consequences are presented in the category as minor.
Table 2
Ladder for Minor Discipline Infractions and Discipline Consequences by Steps
Discipline Infraction Category

Consequence by Steps

Class disruptions

1-6

Misuse of computer resources

1-6

Bus misconduct

1-6

Cafeteria misconduct

1-6

Non-criminal behavior

1-4

Profanity

4-6

Unsafe behavior /horseplay

1-3

Handbook violation

1-6

Mayhem

1-4

Non-specific infractions: passing gas in class,
being in wrong locations during dismissal,
falsifying a note from another instructor,
putting another student’s tablet in trash,
pulling a student by the leg and taking shoe.

1-4

Table 2 reveals that steps for consequences vary for minor infractions. The steps suggest
that multiple consequences may be applied to behaviors committed in any one minor discipline
category. Table 3 provides a display of the moderate discipline infractions and consequences for
the school district represented in the study. The discipline consequences by steps range from 1-6.
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Table 3
Ladder for Moderate Discipline Infractions and Consequences by Steps
Discipline Infraction Category

Consequences by Steps

Class cuts and unexcused absences and
tardiness

1-5

Alternative school attendance

1-6

Cheating/plagiarism

Grade of zero and parent notification

Disorderly conduct

3-6

Minor vandalism-student repairable

4-6

Pushing/shoving of another student

1-6

Trespassing

1-6

Tobacco violation

3-6

Misbehavior on bus

1-6

Failure to comply with teacher

3-6

Leaving school property without permission

1-6

Theft

1-6

Rude and disrespectful behavior

3-6

Dress and grooming

1-6

Gambling

3

Data included in Table 4 show that with the exception of cheating/ plagiarism and
gambling, consequences applied to infractions range in steps. The range suggests that various
steps are applicable based on behaviors associated with the infraction category. Table 4 provides
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a display of the serious discipline infractions and consequences for the school district represented
in the study. Serious discipline infractions and consequences are shown by steps ranging from 16.
Table 4
Ladder for Serious Discipline Infractions and Consequences by Steps
Discipline Infraction Category

Consequences by Steps

Alcohol

3-6

Arrest for crime off property

4-6

Fighting

4-6

Use of profanity

4-6

Vandalism

1-5

Assault

4-6

Alternative school assault

4-6

Bullying

1-6

Stalking

1-6

Disruption or interference with school
purposes

3-6

Gang/group assault

4-6

Kidnapping

4-6

The variation of steps applied to the serious infractions appearing in Table 4 show that
lower level steps are applied in only three categories of infractions. All infractions other than
those in the categories of vandalism, bullying, and stalking begin at step 3 or above. Table 5
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provides a display of the severe discipline infractions and consequences for the school district
represented in the study. Discipline consequences are shown by steps 1-6.
Table 5
Ladder for Severe Discipline Infractions and Consequences by Steps
Discipline Infraction Category

Consequences by Steps

Extortion

3-6

Bomb threat

5-6

Violation of weapon policy

6

Staff assault

6 unless automatic expulsion

Arson or robbery

5-6

Homicide or poisoning

6

Alternative school assault

4-6

Rape

6

The data in Table 5 reveal that behaviors included in the types of severe infractions also
result in the application of consequences represented in the higher level steps. Also, only three
types of behaviors automatically begin with step 6, the highest on the discipline ladder. As seen
in the table, these behaviors are associated with violation of the weapon policy, homicide or
poisoning, and rape.
Data Used in the Study
The study focused on existing secondary data for students in Grade 7 and Grade 8. The
secondary data were included for students who attended the school district in the Mississippi
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Delta during the 2017-2018 school term. Data on special education students were excluded from
the study. This study used a convenience sample and included students who had one or more
discipline infractions and received consequences (sanctions) during the 2017-18 academic school
year. The data included in the study were for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students who met the
following criteria.
•

Students received one or more infractions during the 2017-2018 school term.

•

Students enrolled in the middle school between August 2017 and May 2018.

•

Students who participated in the spring 2018 examination of the MAAP ELA and
mathematics exams

•

Students with scores on the MAAP (ELA and mathematics) for 2017-18.

Again, students who received special education services during the 2017-2018 academic term
were not included in the study. Data for these students were removed. All specific identifiers for
the students included in the database were removed.
Data Collection Tools
The dataset for the study included ELA and mathematics scores on the Mississippi
Department of Education's content assessment instrument. MAAP measures students’ academic
growth from elementary through high school (MDE, 2016). The MAAP measures are aligned
with the state’s College-and Career-Readiness Standards in the tested areas (Northwest
Evaluation Association [NWEA], 2017). The MAAP tests include critical thinking and problemsolving skills that require an application of knowledge and skills applicable to real life situations
(Jackson County School District, 2018). The skills are commonplace in workplaces and colleges
(Jackson County School District, 2018). The MAAP scores reflect raw scores categorized on five
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levels: minimal, basic, pass, proficient, and advanced. The categories sequentially represent level
1, level 2, level 3, level 4, and level 5 respectively (Jackson County School District, 2018).
The NWEA (2017) suggested that students’ benchmark scores on the MAAP tests
correspond with performance categories. The scores determine and evaluate academic growth
(NWEA, 2017). For Grade 7 students' ELA scores, the minimal level is between 701 and 737,
the basic level is 738 through 749, and passing is 750 through 764 (NWEA, 2017). The
proficiency status for Grade 7 students’ ELA scores is above 765, but less than 776 (NWEA,
2017).
For Grade 8 students, ELA scores that range between 801 and 841 represent minimal
performance. Grade 8 students’ scores between 842 through 849 represent performance at the
basic level. The passing scores are reflective of scores between 850 through 864 points (NWEA,
2017). ELA proficient levels for students in Grade 8 are between 865 and 879. Lastly, scores for
students identified at the advanced level range from 880 through 899 (NWEA, 2017).
Similar to the ELA assessment, the mathematics assessment scores are categorized in five
distinctive levels: minimal, basic, pass, proficient, and advanced. Grade 7 students’ mathematics
scores that range from 701-735 represent the minimal level; scores of 736-749 constitute the
basic level; scores of 750-764 indicate the pass level; scores of 765-792 represent the proficient
level; and scores of 793-799 indicate the advanced level (NWEA, 2017). For Grade 8 students,
mathematics assessment scores are also categorized in five categories: minimal, basic, pass,
proficient, and advanced. Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores range from 801-837 for minimal,
838-849 illustrate basic performance, 850-864 indicate pass level scoring, 865-888 represent
proficiency, and 889-899 equal to advanced level scoring (NWEA, 2017). Data for discipline
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infractions and consequences were stripped of any specific identifiers. The dataset included total
numbers by categories and percentages by gender.
Data Collection
Permission from the district to collect the dataset gave the researcher access to the data.
Data were collected from the existing database from the local school district. The data collected
were for the 2017-18 school term and represented school level information reported on discipline
infractions and consequences for students in Grade 7 and 8 who received at least one discipline
infraction during the school term, and excluded data on students who received special services.
The researcher imported data directly to an excel worksheet using numbers as identifiers. Once
the data were coded, they were uploaded into the Statistical Package for the Social Science
(SPSS) software to conduct the data analysis.
Data Analysis
Upon receipt of the data, the researcher determined the most common discipline
infractions by observing the frequencies of occurrences, mean scores, and standard deviations.
Next, the researcher determined the most common discipline consequences in the same manner
as for the discipline infractions. The researcher determined the relationships among the most
common discipline infractions and academic performance on ELA and mathematics assessments
followed by determining if relationships existed among the most common discipline
consequences and academic performance on ELA and mathematics assessments. The Pearson
correlation was performed to identify whether significant relationships existed among the
variables tested.
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Summary of Research Methods
The researcher utilized a quantitative research method with an existing database to
conduct the analysis of the data. The study addressed research questions to determine the most
common discipline infractions and consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. Further, the
researcher sought to determine if there were statistically significant relationships among the most
common discipline infractions and consequences and academic performance in ELA and
mathematics for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. The researcher used descriptive statistics and the
Pearson correlation statistics to address the research questions.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
This quantitative research study investigated the most common discipline infractions and
discipline consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students in one school district in the
Mississippi Delta. The purpose of the study was to determine whether statistically significant
relationships existed among the common discipline infractions, consequences, and student
performances in ELA and mathematics. The chapter includes the findings which contain a
description of the sample, frequencies, means, and correlations for the variables.
Description of Students
Secondary data of Grade 7 and Grade 8 students for the 2017-2018 school term included
566 discipline infractions and 366 consequences. Grade 7 students had discipline infractions that
totaled 252, and Grade 8 had 314 discipline infractions. The discipline consequences for Grade 7
students totaled 168 and the discipline consequences for Grade 8 students totaled 198. There was
not a one to one discipline infraction for each discipline consequence because at various points
students received one consequence for two or more discipline infractions. The criteria for
inclusion in the study included (a) students who had received one or more discipline infractions
during the year, (b) students who were in continuous enrollment from August 2017 through May
2018, (c) students who had scores for the spring 2018 examination of the MAAP ELA and
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mathematics tests, and (d) students who did not receive special education services during the
school term.
Table 6 contains demographics of students in Grade 7. Frequencies and percentages by
race and gender are included in the display.
Table 6
Demographic Characteristics of Grade 7 Students in the Study
Percentage

Race

Female

Percentage

Male

Percentage

Total

AfricanAmerican

24

35

41

60

65

96

Caucasian

1

2

2

3

3

4

Total

25

37

43

63

68

100

Table 6 shows there were 68 students in Grade 7. Of the 68 students in Grade 7, 25 (37%)
of the students were female and 43 (63%) were male. There were 65 (96%) African American
students and 3 (4%) Caucasian students represented in Grade 7 data.
Table 7 contains the demographic statistics for Grade 8 students. The frequencies and
percentages by race and gender are presented for the Grade 8 students.
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Table 7
Demographic Characteristics of Grade 8 Students in the Study

Race

Female

Percentage

Male

Percentage

Total

Percentage

AfricanAmerican

31

35

57

65

88

100

Caucasian

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total

31

35

57

65

88

100

Table 7 shows there were 88 students in Grade 8. Of the 88 students in Grade 8, 31 (35%)
of the students were female and 57 (65%) were male. There were 88 (100%) African American
students and no Caucasian students represented in Grade 8 data. In general, the overwhelming
majority of the students in the study for both grades were African American (n = 153, 98%).
Data were included for more male students (n = 100, 64%) than female students (n = 56, 36%) in
the study.
Presentation of Results
This section provides a detailed account of both descriptive and inferential statistics that
illustrate the study's findings. Findings are provided for the six research questions posed for the
study.
Research Question 1
What were the most common discipline infractions for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students
during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?
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Data for this question drew from the district's report of discipline infractions for students
during the one-year period of this study. The analysis of data relied on the number of infractions
students committed in four categories: minor, moderate, serious, and severe. The computations
of frequencies and percentages for discipline infractions and discipline consequences by gender
are included. Means and standard deviations are provided for the discipline infractions. All
computations occurred from using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS)
software.
Examples of minor infractions included various forms of class disruptions, misuse of
computer resources, bus misconduct, cafeteria misconduct, non-criminal behavior, and others.
Moderate infractions included class absences and tardiness with class cuts being a form of
absence. A moderate infraction included rude behavior directed towards a teacher. Data for
serious discipline infractions enlisted the number of instances students engaged in fighting, used
profanity, and bullied other students. There were no severe infractions reported for students in
Grade 7.
Table 8 includes descriptive statistics for 10 minor discipline infractions committed by
Grade 7 students. The data are reported by gender for each infraction.
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Table 8
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 7 Minor Discipline Infractions
Infraction

Male

%

M

SD

(N)

Female

%

M

SD

(N)

Total

%

M

SD

(N)

Class disruption

42

26

.64

.81

28

16

.42

.56

70

42

1.06

1.40

Bus misconduct

3

2

.11

.37

4

2

.15

.48

7

4

.26

.85

Cafeteria
misconduct

2

1

.03

.13

1

1

.01

.07

3

2

.04

.20

Physical
aggression

22

13

.33

.50

9

6

.13

.20

31

19

.46

.70

Inappropriate
language

11

7

.22

.54

5

3

.10

.24

16

10

.32

.78

Handbook
violation

4

2

.06

.21

1

1

.01

.05

5

3

.07

.26

Harassment

2

1

.03

.17

0

0

0

0

2

1

.03

.17

Passing gas,
being in wrong
location,
pulling student
by leg,
falsifying note.
putting student
tablet in trash

9

6

.15

.39

4

2

.07

.17

13

8

.22

.56

Refuse to
comply

6

4

.09

.26

1

1

.01

.04

7

5

.10

.30

Unsafe
behavior

6

4

.14

.27

3

2

.07

.13

9

6

.21

.40

107

66

1.8

3.68

56

34

.97

1.94

163

100

2.77

5.62

Total

There were 163 minor discipline infractions shown in Table 8. These infractions included
class disruptions (n = 70, 42%), bus misconduct (n = 7, 4%), cafeteria misconduct (n = 3, 2%),
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physical aggression (n = 31, 19%), inappropriate language (n = 16,10%), handbook violations (n
= 5, 3%), harassment (n = 2, 1%), passing gas, being in the wrong location, falsifying note (n =
13, 8%), refusing to comply (n = 7, 5%), and unsafe behavior (n = 9, 6%). As seen in Table 8,
the highest number of minor infractions occurred for classroom disruptions (n = 70, 42%, M =
1.06). On average, there were 1.06 minor discipline infractions per student in Grade 7. Physical
aggression represented the second highest number of minor discipline infractions (n =31, 19%,
M = .46). Inappropriate language was the third highest (n = 16, 10%, M = .32) of minor
infractions committed at Grade 7. The highest mean score for Grade 7 male students’ minor
infractions was .64 for class disruptions and the highest mean score for Grade 7 female students
was .42 for class disruptions.
Conclusion 1: The most common minor discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were
class disruptions, physical aggressions, inappropriate language, passing gas, falsifying a
note, being in the wrong location, and unsafe behavior.
Table 9 includes descriptive statistics for moderate discipline infractions committed by
Grade 7 students. The data are reported according to gender for each infraction.
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Table 9
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 7 Moderate Discipline Infractions
Infraction

Male

M

SD

%

(N)

Female

M

SD

% Total

(N)

%

M

SD

(N)

Class cuts

4

.06

.17

6

3

.04

.13

5

7

11

.10

.30

Disorderly
conduct

17

.25

.32

27

9

.13

.17

15

26

42

.38

.49

Failure to
comply

3

.05

.14

5

3

.04

.14

5

6

10

.09

.28

Rude and
disrespectful
behavior

13

.19

.27

21

10

.15

.20

16

23

37

.34

.47

Total

37

.55

.90

59

25

.36

.64

41

62

100

.91

1.54

There were 62 discipline infractions reported in the category of moderate infractions as
shown in Table 9. These infractions included class cuts (n = 7, 11%), disorderly conduct (n = 26,
42%), failure to comply (n = 6, 10%), and rude and disrespectful behavior (n = 23, 37%).
Disorderly conduct represented the highest occurrence (n = 26, 10%, M = .38) of the moderate
infractions. The average for disorderly conduct was .38 per Grade 7 student. Rude and
disrespectful behavior represented the second highest occurrence (n = 23, 37%, M = .34) of the
infractions. Class cuts represented the third highest infraction (n = 7, 11%, M = .10). The highest
mean score for Grade 7 male students in the category of moderate infractions was .25 for
disorderly conduct, and the highest mean score for Grade 7 female students was .15 for rude and
disrespectful behavior.
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Conclusion 2: The most common moderate discipline infractions for Grade 7
students were disorderly conduct and rude and disrespectful behavior.
Table 10 includes descriptive statistics for serious discipline infractions committed by
Grade 7 students. The data are reported according to gender for each infraction and are displayed
in the table.
Table 10
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 7 Serious Discipline Infractions
Infraction Male

M

SD

%

(N)

Female

M

SD

%

(N)

Total

%

M

SD

(N)

Fighting

8

.12

.22

30

7

.10

.19

26

15

56

.22

.41

Use of
profanity

5

.08

.20

19

3

.05

.12

11

8

30

.12

.32

Bullying

2

.03

.12

7

2

.03

.12

7

4

14

.06

.24

Total

15

.23

.54

56

12

.18

.43

44

27

100 .40

.97

There were 27 serious discipline infractions as shown in Table 10. These infractions
included fighting (n =15, 56%), use of profanity (n = 8, 30%), and bullying (n = 4, 14%). The
highest number of serious discipline infractions was for fighting (n = 15, 56%, M = .22). The
next highest number of infractions in the serious category was for the use of profanity (n = 8,
30%, M = .12). The least occurrence was bullying (n = 4, 14%, M = .06). The highest mean score
for Grade 7 male students’ serious infractions was .12 for fighting and the highest mean score for
Grade 7 female students was .10 for fighting.
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Conclusion 3: The most common serious discipline infractions for Grade 7
students were fighting and using profanity.
Table 11 includes descriptive statistics for overall discipline infractions committed by
Grade 7 students. The data are shown by category and gender.
Table 11
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 7 Infractions by Minor, Moderate, and
Serious Categories
Category

Male
(N)
107

M

SD

%

1.8

3.68

67

Moderate
infraction

37

.55

.90

23

25

.36

Serious
infraction

15

.23

.54

10

12

.18

Total

159

2.58

5.12

100

93

Minor
infraction

Female M SD
(N)
56
.97 1.94

%

%

60

Total
(N)
163

M

SD

65

2.77 5.62

.64

27

62

25

.91

1.54

.43

13

27

10

.40

.97

.15 3.01 100

252

100 4.08 8.13

Overall, there were 252 discipline infractions representing the total for the three types of
categories reported in Table 11 for Grade 7 students. These infractions included 163 (65%)
minor discipline infractions, 62 (25%) moderate discipline infractions, and 27 (10%) serious
discipline infractions for Grade 7 students during the 2017-2018 school year. The table reveals
the highest mean score was 2.77 (SD = 5.62) for minor discipline infractions. Males received
(n=159, 63%) more infractions than females (n=93, 37%).
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Conclusion 4: Overall, the most common discipline infractions (107) for Grade 7 students
were in the category of minor discipline infractions. Male students had more discipline
infractions than female students.
Table 12 includes descriptive statistics for 11 minor discipline infractions committed by
Grade 8 students. The data are reported by gender for each discipline infraction.
Table 12
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 8 Minor Discipline Infractions
Infraction

%

M

SD

Class disruption

Male
(N)
77

%

M

SD

.74

Female
(N)
34

%

M

SD

.33

Total
(N)
111

34

.67

15

.30

49

.97

1.07

Bus misconduct

2

1

.03

.23

0

0

0

0

2

1

.03

.23

Cafeteria
misconduct

2

1

.07

.29

0

0

0

0

2

1

.07

.29

Physical
aggression

36

16

.39

.65

4

2

.04

.07

40

18

.43

.72

Inappropriate
language

7

3

.13

.32

3

1

.05

.14

10

4

.18

.46

Handbook
violation

5

2

.06

.16

5

2

.05

.15

10

4

.11

.31

Harassment

14

6

.18

.34

3

1

.04

.07

17

7

.22

.41

Passing gas,
being in wrong
location, pulling
student by leg,
falsifying note,
putting student
tablet in trash

6

3

.07

.28

4

2

.04

.18

10

5

.11

.46

Refuse to
comply

5

2

.06

.19

2

1

.02

.08

7

3

.08

.27

Unsafe behavior

10

4

.16

.27

6

3

.09

.16

16

7

.25

.43
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Table 12 (continued)
Infraction
Misuse of
computer
Total

Male
(N)
1

%

M

SD

%

M

SD

.10

Female
(N)
0

1

.01

165

73

1.83

%

M

SD

0

Total
(N)
1

0

0

1

.01

.10

3.57

61

27

.63

1.18

226

100

2.46

4.75

There were 226 minor discipline infractions reported in Table 12 for Grade 8 students.
These minor discipline infractions included class disruptions (n = 111, 49%), bus misconduct (n
= 2, 1%), cafeteria misconduct (n = 2, 1%), physical aggression (n = 40, 18%), inappropriate
language (n = 10, 4%), handbook violations (n = 10, 4%), harassment (n = 17, 3%), passing gas,
wrong location, falsifying note (n = 10, 4%), refuse to comply (n = 7, 3%), unsafe behavior (n =
16, 7%), and misuse of computer (n = 1, 1%). The most common minor infraction for Grade 8
students was classroom disruptions (n = 111, 49%, M = .97). Physical aggression represented the
second most common minor discipline infraction (n = 40, 18%, M = .43). The third highest
committed minor discipline infraction for Grade 8 students was harassment (n = 17, 8%, M =
.22). The highest mean score for Grade 8 male students’ minor infractions was .67 for class
disruption and the highest mean score for Grade 8 female students was .30 for class disruption.
Conclusion 5: The most common minor discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were
classroom disruptions, physical aggression, and harassment.
Table 13 includes descriptive statistics for moderate discipline infractions committed by
Grade 8 students. The data are reported according to gender for the Grade 8 students.
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Table 13
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 8 Moderate Discipline Infractions
Infraction

Male
(N)
8

M

SD

%

.09

.21

Disorderly
conduct

9

.11

Failure to
comply

7

Rude and
disrespectful
behavior
Total

Class cuts

M

SD

%

13

Female
(N)
6

%

M

SD

10

Total
(N)
14

.07

.15

22

.16

.36

.21

14

9

.11

.21

14

18

28

.22

.42

.09

.26

11

1

.01

.04

2

8

13

.10

.30

11

.12

.21

17

12

.14

.23

19

23

37

.26

.44

35

.41

.89

55

28

.33

.63

45

63

100 .74 1.52

There were 63 discipline infractions for Grade 8 students in the moderate category as
shown in Table 13. The moderate discipline infractions included class cuts (n= 14, 22%),
disorderly conduct (n =18, 28%), failure to comply (n = 8, 13%), and rude and disrespectful
behavior (n = 23, 37%). The most common moderate discipline infraction was deemed as rude
and disrespectful behaviors (n = 23, 37%, M = .26). The next highest discipline infraction was
disorderly conduct (n = 18, 28%, M = .22). The third highest committed infraction was class cuts
(n = 14, 10%, M = .16). The highest mean score for Grade 8 male students in the category of
moderate infractions was .12 for rude and disrespectful behavior and the highest mean score for
Grade 8 female students was .14 for rude and disrespectful behavior.
Conclusion 6: The most common moderate discipline infractions for Grade 8 students
were rude and disrespectful behavior, disorderly conduct, and class cuts.
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Table 14 includes descriptive statistics for serious discipline infractions committed by
Grade 8 students. The data are reported according to gender for the serious discipline infractions.
Table 14
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 8 Serious Discipline Infractions
Infraction Male
(N)
Fighting
7

M

SD

%

M

SD

%

Total

%

M

28

Female
(N)
2

.08

.23

SD

.02

.07

8

9

36

.10 .30

Use of
profanity

6

.07

.18

24

5

.06

.15

20

11

44

.13 .33

Bullying

3

.04

.14

12

2

.02

.09

8

5

20

.06 .23

Totals

16

.19

.55

64

9

.10

.31

36

25

100

.29 .86

There were 25 serious discipline infractions as shown in Table 14 for Grade 8 students.
The serious discipline infractions included fighting (n = 9, 36%), use of profanity (n = 11, 44%),
and bullying (n = 5, 20%). The most common serious discipline infraction was use of profanity
(n = 11, 44%, M = .13). The next highest serious discipline infraction was fighting (n = 9, 36%,
M = .10) followed by bullying (n = 5, 20%, M = .06). The highest mean score for Grade 8 male
students’ serious infractions was .08 for fighting and the highest mean score for Grade 8 female
students was .06 for use of profanity.
Conclusion 7: The most common serious discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were
the use of profanity, fighting, and bullying.
Table 15 includes descriptive statistics for overall discipline infractions committed by
Grade 8 students. The data are reported according to gender and category for Grade 8 students.
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Table 15
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 8 Infractions by Minor, Moderate, and
Serious Categories
Category

Male

M

SD

%

N

Female

M

SD

%

N

Total

%

M

SD

N

Minor
infraction

165

1.83 3.57

76

61

.63

1.18

60

226

72

2.46 4.75

Moderate
infraction

35

.41

.89

16

28

.33

.63

30

63

20

.74

1.52

Serious
infraction

16

.19

.55

8

9

.10

.31

10

25

8

.29

.86

Total

216

2.43 5.01 100

98

1.06 2.12 100

314

100 3.49 7.13

The data in Table 15 show Grade 8 students received a total of 314 discipline infractions.
Of those, 226 were minor discipline infractions, 63 were moderate discipline infractions, and 25
were serious discipline infractions for Grade 8 students. The table reveals the highest mean score
was 2.46 (SD=4.75) for minor discipline infractions. Males (216, 68%) received more infractions
than females (98, 32%).
Conclusion 8: The most committed infractions for Grade 8 students were minor discipline
infractions. Grade 8 male students had more discipline infractions than female students in
all three categories of minor, moderate, and serious discipline infractions.
Research Question 2
What were the most common discipline consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students
during the 2017-18 school year in a school in the Mississippi Delta?
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The analysis of data relied on the number of discipline consequences imposed on students
for the various discipline infractions committed in four categories: minor, moderate, serious, and
severe. Data for this research question contained 15 discipline consequences imposed on students
in Grade 7 for various discipline infractions, as well as for students in Grade 8. Table 16
provides a display of the various discipline consequences for students in Grade 7 administered
during the 2017-18 school year. The data are reported by gender.

59

Table 16
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 7 Discipline Consequences
Type

Male

M

SD

%

(N)

Female

M

SD

% Total

(N)

%

M

SD

(N)

Call parent

7

.11

.25

4

3

.04

.11

1

10

6

.15

.36

Student
conference

12

.18

.31

7

5

.07

.13

3

17

10

.25

.44

Parent
conference
Corporal
punishment

1

.01

.07

1

2

.03

.13

1

3

2

.04

.20

21

.31

.29

13

16

.23

.21

10

37

22

.54

.50

In-school
detention

3

.04

.14

2

3

.05

.14

2

6

4

.09

.28

ISS

1

.01

.12

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

.01

.12

Bus suspension

4

.06

.17

3

3

.04

.13

2

7

4

.10

.30

Alternative
program
suspension

0

0

0

1

1

.01

.12

1

1

1

.01

.12

Juvenile
detention

0

0

0

0

2

.03

.17

1

2

1

.03

.17

Alternative
school

1

.01

.12

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

.01

.12

1-Day OSS

15

.22

.31

8

8

.12

.17

4

23

13

.34

.48

2- Day OSS

8

.12

.22

7

7

.10

.20

4

15

9

.22

.42

3-Day OSS

17

.26

.30

12

12

.18

.20

7

29

16

.44

.50

4-Day OSS

4

.04

.14

3

3

.05

.14

2

6

4

.09

.28

Paddling (2-5
swats)

7

.11

.25

3

3

.04

.11

2

10

6

.15

.36

100

1.18

2.69

60

68

.99

1.96

40

168

100

2.47

4.65

Total

60

As revealed in Table 16, corporal punishment (n=37, 10%, M = .54) was the most
distributed consequence. The second most distributed consequence was 3-day OSS (n = 29, 16%,
M = .44), and the third most distributed consequence was1-day OSS (n = 23, 13%, M = .34)
Conclusion 9: The most common discipline consequences for Grade 7 students were
corporal punishment, 3-day OSS, and 1-day OSS.
Table 17 contains a display of the discipline consequences for Grade 8 students. The
frequencies, means, and standard deviations are given for the discipline consequences.
Table 17
Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations for Grade 8 Discipline Consequences
Type

Male

M

SD

%

Female

(N)

M

SD

%

Total

(N)

%

M

SD

(N)

Call parent

6

.07

.20

3

3

.03

.10

1

9

5

.10

.30

Student

8

.09

.24

4

3

.04

.09

1

11

6

.13

.33

6

.07

.25

3

0

0

0

0

6

3

.07

.25

35

.40

.35

18

15

.17

.15

8

50

25

.57

.50

5

.06

.21

3

1

.01

.04

1

6

3

.07

.25

1

.01

.10

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

.01

.10

3

.03

.12

1

3

.04

.13

1

6

3

.07

.25

2

.02

.10

1

2

.03

.10

1

4

2

.05

.20

14

.16

.25

7

12

.14

.21

6

26

13

.30

.46

conference
Parent
conference
Corporal
punishment
In-school
detention
Bus
suspension
Juvenile
detention
Alternative
School
1-Day OSS
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Table 17 (continued)
Type

Male

M

SD

%

Female

(N)

M

SD

%

Total

(N)

%

M

SD

(N)

2-Day OSS

11

.13

.24

6

8

.09

.18

4

19

9

.22

.42

3-Day OSS

30

.34

.35

15

13

.15

.15

6

43

22

.49

.50

4-Day OSS

1

.01

.05

1

3

.04

.15

1

4

2

.05

.20

Paddling (2-

8

.09

.22

4

5

.06

.14

3

13

6

.15

.36

130

1.48

2.68 67

68

.80

1.44

33

198

100

2.28

4.12

5 swats)
Total

As revealed in Table 17, corporal punishment was the most frequent consequence (n =
50, 25%, M = .57) imposed on students for discipline infractions. Next, 3-day OSS (n = 43, 22%,
M = .49), and 1-day OSS (n = 26, 13%, M = .30) were sanctioned.
Conclusion 10: The most common discipline consequences for Grade 8 students (males
and females) were corporal punishment, 3-day OSS, and 1-day OSS.
Research Questions 3-6
Correlation coefficients for the discipline infractions and ELA scores for Grade 7
students and Grade 8 students are shown for the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth research questions.
When interpreting correlation coefficients, the strength of the relationship is measured (Evans,
1996). If the correlation coefficient is between .00 and .19, the relationship is considered to have
a very weak strength, and between .20 and .39, the relationship is considered to have a weak
strength (Evans, 1996). If the correlation coefficient is between .40 and .59, the relationship is
considered to have moderate strength and if the correlation coefficient is between .60 and .79, the
relationship is considered to be strong (Evans, 1996). If the correlation coefficient is between .80
and 1.0, the relationship is considered very strong (Evans, 1996).
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Research Question 3
Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common discipline
infractions and academic performance in ELA scores as measured by the MAAP in Grade 7 and
Grade 8?
Table 18 presents a display of the data showing the means, standard deviations, and
correlation coefficients for Grade 7 students discipline infractions and ELA scores. Pearson
correlation statistics were used to determine if there were statistically significant relationships.
Table 18
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 7 Discipline Infractions
and ELA Scores (N=68)
Infraction and type
ELA test

M

SD

672.25

229.77

R

Sig.

Minor Discipline Infractions
Class disruption

1.06

1.35

.08

.49

Bus conduct

.26

.85

-.06

.58

Cafeteria misconduct

.04

.20

-.15

.19

Physical aggression

.46

.70

.15

.21

Inappropriate language

.32

.78

-.11

.33

Handbook violation

.07

.26

.09

.44

Harassment

.03

.17

.05

.67

Passing gas, being in wrong
location, pulling student by leg,
falsifying note, putting student
tablet in trash

.22

.56

-.29*

.02*
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Table 18 (continued)
Infraction and type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Refuse to comply

.10

.30

-.04

.74

Unsafe behavior

.21

.40

.03

.76

Moderate Discipline Infractions
Failure to comply

.09

.28

.10

.41

Class cuts

.10

.30

-.04

.71

Disorderly conduct

.38

.49

-.14

.24

Rude disrespectful behavior

.34

.47

-.17

.15

Serious Discipline Infractions

*

Fighting

.22

.41

.17

.16

Use of profanity

.12

.32

-.17

.16

Bullying

.06

.23

.08

.51

p ≤ 0.05.
Table 18 shows one statistically significant relationship with a grouped set of infractions

(passing gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and putting student tablet in
trash; r = -.29, p ≤ 0.05) and ELA scores for Grade 7 students. The relationship is weak and
negative meaning as the discipline referrals increased, the ELA scores were lower. In addition,
correlation coefficients for the minor infractions of class disruption (r = .08, p = .49) and
physical aggression (r = .15, p = .21) and ELA scores showed very weak positive relationships.
In regard to moderate infractions, there were very weak negative correlation coefficients between
disorderly conduct (r = -.14, p = .24) and ELA scores, rude and disrespectful behavior (r = -.17,
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p =.15) and ELA scores, and class cuts (r = -.04, p = .71) and ELA scores. For serious discipline
infractions, there were very weak positive relationships between fighting (r = .17, p = .16) and
ELA scores and bullying (r = .08, p = .51) and ELA scores. The relationship between use of
profanity (r = -17, p = .16) and ELA scores was very weak and negative. Unsafe behavior had
the weakest positive coefficient (r = .03, p = .76), and class cuts (r = -.04, p = .71) had the
weakest negative coefficient.
Conclusion 11: There was a negative statistically significant weak relationship between
ELA scores and grouped minor discipline infractions: passing gas, wrong location,
falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and putting student tablet in trash (r = -.29, p ≤
0.05) for Grade 7 students.
Table 19 contains findings of correlations examined for Grade 8 students. Table 19
presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients for the discipline infractions
and ELA scores for Grade 8 students. Table 19 shows the means, standard deviations, correlation
coefficients, and p-values for grade 8 ELA scores and discipline infractions.
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Table 19
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 8 Discipline Infractions
and ELA Scores (N=88)
Infraction and type
ELA test

M

SD

780.14

230.85

R

Sig.

Minor Discipline Infractions
Class disruption

.97

1.07

.13

.21

Bus conduct

03

.23

.03

.73

Cafeteria misconduct

.07

.29

.06

.56

Physical aggression

.43

.72

. 17

.10

Inappropriate language

.18

.46

. 11

.29

Handbook violation

.11

.31

-.02

.79

Harassment

.22

.41

.05

.64

Passing gas, being in wrong location,
pulling student by leg, falsifying note,
putting student tablet in trash

.11

.46

-.11

.29

Refuse to comply

.08

.27

-.22*

.03

Unsafe behavior

.25

.43

.06

.53

Misuse of computer

.01

.10

.03

.75

Moderate Discipline Infractions
Class cuts

.16

.36

.12

.26

Disorderly conduct

.22

.41

.04

.65

Failure to comply

.10

.30

-.43

.68

Rude behavior

.26

.44

-.11

.30

Serious Discipline Infractions

*

Fighting

.10

. 30

-.04

.67

Use of profanity

.13

.33

-.14

.19

Bullying

.06

.23

.07

.51

p ≤ 0.05.
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Table 19 shows the means and standard deviations for the ELA scores and the discipline
infractions for Grade 8 students. Table 19 shows one statistically significant relationship, a
negative weak relationship between refuse to comply (r =-.22, p ≤ 0.05) and ELA scores,
meaning as the number of discipline referrals for refuse to comply increased, ELA scores were
lower. In addition, correlation coefficients for the minor infractions of class disruptions and ELA
scores (r = .13, p = .21), physical aggression and ELA scores (r = .17, p = .10), and harassment
and ELA scores (r = .05, p = .64) had positive very weak relationships. In regard to moderate
infractions, there was a negative very weak relationship between rude and disrespectful behavior
and ELA scores (r = -.11, p = .30). For serious discipline infractions, there were very weak
relationships between fighting and ELA scores (r = -.04, p = .67), and use of profanity and ELA
scores (r = -.14, p = .19). The discipline infraction misuse of computer and ELA scores (r = .03,
p = .75) and bus misconduct and ELA scores (r =.03, p=.73) had the weakest positive
coefficients. Handbook violation and ELA scores (r = -.02, p = .79) had the weakest negative
coefficient.
Conclusion 12: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
the discipline infraction of refuse to comply and ELA scores (r = -.22, p ≤ 0.05) for
Grade 8 students.
Research Question 4
Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common discipline
infractions and academic performance in mathematics scores as measured by the MAAP in
Grade 7 and Grade 8?

67

Table 20 provides a display of the means and standard deviations of the discipline
infractions and mathematics scores for Grade 7 students. Table 20 presents a display of the data
showing the correlation coefficients indicating the relationships between the discipline
infractions and mathematics scores for Grade 7 students.
Table 20
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 7 Discipline Infractions
and Mathematics Scores (N=68)
Infraction and type

M

SD

Mathematics scores

678.43

232.17

R

Sig.

Minor Discipline Infractions
Class disruption

1.06

1.35

.07

.52

Bus conduct

.26

.85

-.06

.56

Cafeteria misconduct

.04

.20

-.15

.20

Physical aggression

.46

.70

.13

.25

Inappropriate language

.32

.78

-.13

.28

Handbook violation

.07

.26

.09

.44

Harassment

.03

.17

.05

.68

Passing gas, being in wrong
location, pulling student by leg,
falsifying note, putting student
tablet in trash

.22

.56

-.29*

.01

Refuse to comply

.10

.30

-.06

.62

Unsafe behavior

.21

.40

.04

.74
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Table 20 (continued)
Infraction and type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Moderate Discipline Infractions
Class cuts/tardiness

.22

.56

-.29*

.01

Disorderly conduct

.48

.49

-.14

.24

Failure to comply moderate

.09

.28

.09

.46

Rude/disrespectful behavior

.34

.47

-.18

.13

Serious Discipline Infractions

*

Fighting

.22

.41

. 16

.19

Use of profanity

.12

.32

-.18

.13

Bullying

.06

.23

.06

.59

p ≤ 0.01.

The data in Table 20 indicated there was a statistically significant relationship between a
grouped listing of discipline infractions (passing gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling
student by leg, and putting student tablet in trash) and mathematics scores (r =-.29, p ≤ 0.01).
Although the relationship was statistically significant at the alpha 0.05 level set, the correlation
coefficient shows that the association was weak and negative indicating as the number of
discipline infractions increased (passing gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling student by
leg, and putting student tablet in trash), the mathematics scores were lower. In addition,
correlation coefficients for the minor infractions of class disruptions and mathematics scores (r =
.07, p = .52) and physical aggression and mathematics scores (r =.13, p = .25) showed positive
very weak relationships. Inappropriate language and mathematics scores (r = -.13, p = .28)
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showed a negative very weak relationship. In regard to moderate infractions, there were negative
very weak correlation coefficients between disorderly conduct and mathematics scores (r = -.14,
p =.24), rude/disrespectful behavior and mathematics scores (r = -.18, p = .13), and class cuts
and mathematics scores (r = -.05, p = .63). For serious discipline infractions, there were very
weak relationships between fighting and mathematics scores (r = .16, p = .19), and between
bullying and mathematics scores (r = .06, p = .59). The relationship between the use of profanity
and mathematics scores (r = -.18, p = .13) was negative and very weak.
Conclusion 13: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
grouped infractions (pass gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and
putting student tablet in trash) and mathematics scores (r =-.29, p = 0.01) for Grade 7
students.
Table 21 presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients for the
discipline infractions and mathematics scores for Grade 8 students. The means and standard
deviations are included in the table.
Table 21
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 8 Discipline Infractions
and Mathematics Scores (N=88)
Infraction and type
Math test

M

SD

780.67

231.07

R

Sig.

Minor Discipline Infractions
Class disruption

.97

1.07

-.13

.21

Bus conduct

03

.23

.04

.68
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Table 21 (continued)
Infraction and type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Cafeteria misconduct

.07

.29

.05

.60

Physical aggression

.43

.72

.17

.10

Inappropriate language

.18

.46

.10

.32

Handbook violation

.11

.31

-.02

.79

Harassment

.22

.41

.04

.65

Passing gas, being in wrong location,
falsifying note, pulling student by leg,
putting student tablet in trash

.11

.46

-.11

.29

Refuse to comply

.08

.27

-.22*

.03

Unsafe behavior

.25

.43

.06

.55

Misuse of computer

.01

.10

.03

.73

Moderate Discipline Infractions
Class cuts

.16

.36

.12

.24

Disorderly conduct

.22

.41

.05

.62

Failure to comply

.10

.30

-.04

.68

Rude and disrespectful behavior

.26

.44

-.11

.27

Serious Discipline Infractions
Fighting

.10

30

-.04

.71

Use of profanity

.13

.33

-.14

.19

Bullying

.06

.23

.06

.52

*

p ≤ 0.05.
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Table 21 shows that the correlation coefficient for only one of the 18 variables tested
represented a statistically significant relationship with math performance for Grade 8 students as
measured by the MAAP assessment for mathematics. There was a negative statistically
significant correlation coefficient between mathematics performance and students’ refusal to
comply (discipline infraction) (r = -.22, p ≤ 0.05). In addition, correlation coefficients for the
minor infractions of class disruption and mathematics scores (r =-.13, p = .21) showed a negative
very weak relationship; and physical aggression and mathematics scores (r = .17, p = .10), and
harassment and mathematics scores (r = .04, p = .65) showed positive very weak relationships. In
regards to moderate infractions, there were positive very weak relationships with disorderly
conduct and mathematics scores (r = .05, p = .62) and class cuts and mathematics scores (r = .12,
p = .24); and a negative very weak relationship with rude and disrespectful behavior and
mathematics scores (r = -.11, p =.27). For serious discipline infractions, there were negative very
weak relationships between fighting and mathematics scores (r = -.04, p = .71) and the use of
profanity and mathematics scores (r = -.14, p = .19); and a positive very weak relationship
between bullying and mathematics scores (r = .06, p = .52). The positive weakest coefficient was
found for misuse of computer and mathematics scores (r = .03, p = .73), and the negative
weakest coefficient was for inappropriate language and mathematics scores (r =-02, p = .79).
Conclusion 14: There was a negative statistically significant relationships between refuse
to comply and mathematics scores (r = -.22, p ≤ 0.05).
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Research Question 5
Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common discipline
consequences and academic performance in ELA scores as measured by the MAAP in Grade 7
and Grade 8?
The statistics reported in Table 22 represent secondary data for 68 students including the
means and standard deviations for the ELA scores and discipline consequences. Table 22
presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients for the discipline consequences
and ELA scores for Grade 7 students.
Table 22
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 7 Discipline Consequences
and ELA Scores (N=68)
Variable by type
ELA test

M
672.25

SD

R

Sig.

229.77

Call parent/contact

.15

.35

.01

.97

Student conference

.25

.43

.08

.46

Parent conference

.04

.20

.07

.55

Corporal punishment

.54

.50

.17

.16

In-school detention

.09

.28

-.06

.62

ISS

.01

.12

.04

.73

Bus suspension

.10

.30

-.04

.72

Alternative program suspension

.01

.12

.03

.78

Juvenile detention

.03

.17

.04

.71
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Table 22 (continued)

*

Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Alternative school

.01

.12

.03

.76

1-Day OSS

.34

.47

-.17

.16

2-Day OSS

.22

.41

.04

.72

3-Day OSS

.44

.50

.01

.92

4-Day OSS

.09

.28

-.24*

.04

Paddling (2-5 swats)

.15

.35

-.01

.97

p ≤ 0.05.
The data in Table 22 show that there was one statistically significant relationship among

the students’ discipline consequences and the ELA scores. There was a statistically significant
negative relationship between ELA scores and 4-day OSS (r = -.24, p ≤ 0.05), indicating as 4day OSSs increased, ELA scores were lower. The correlation coefficients showed that corporal
punishment and ELA scores (r = .17, p = .16) and 3-day OSS and ELA scores (r = .01, p = .92)
had positive, very weak relationships with ELA scores suggesting that as those variables
increased, ELA scores increased. One-day OSSs showed a negative, very weak association with
the ELA scores (r = -.17, p = .16). The positive, weakest coefficient was found for call
parent/contact and ELA scores (r = .01, p = .97). The weakest, negative coefficient was shown
for paddling between 2 through 5 swats and ELA scores (r = -.01, p = .97).
Conclusion 15: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
4-day suspension and ELA scores (r = -.24, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 7 students.
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The statistics reported in Table 23 represent secondary data for 88 students including the
means and standard deviations for the ELA scores and discipline consequences for Grade 8
students. Table 23 presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients for the
common discipline consequences and ELA scores for Grade 8 students.
Table 23
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 8 Discipline Consequences
and ELA Scores (N=88)
Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

780.14

230.84

Call parent/contact

.10

.30

-.04

.66

Student conference

.13

.33

-.02

.83

Parent conference

.07

.25

.07

.49

Corporal punishment

.57

.49

.33*

.00

In-school detention

.07

.25

.08

.45

Bus suspension

.01

.10

.02

.79

Juvenile detention

.07

.25

-.09

.40

Alternative school

.05

.20

-.34*

.00

1-Day OSS

.30

.45

.00

.97

2-Day OSS

.22

.41

.15

.13

3-Day OSS

.49

.50

-.05

.63

4-Day OSS

.05

.20

-.13

.20

ELA test

75

Table 23 (continued)

*

Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Paddling (2-5 swats)

.15

.35

.00

.94

p ≤ 0.05.
The data in Table 23 show there were two statistically significant relationships among the

variables and the ELA scores. There were both positive and negative statistically significant
relationships found. A positive statistically significant relationship was found between the
students’ ELA scores and corporal punishment (r = .33, p ≤ 0.01). There was a statistically
significant negative, weak relationship between alternative school and the students’ ELA scores
(r =-.34, p ≤ 0.01). There were positive, very weak relationships between 2-day OSS and ELA
scores (r =.15, p = .13) and in-school detention and ELA scores (r = .08, p = .45). There were
negative, very weak relationships between 3-day OSS and ELA scores (r = -.05, p = .63) and 4day OSS and ELA scores (r = -.13, p = .20). The weakest negative coefficient was found
between student conferences and ELA scores (r = -.02, p = .83). The weakest positive coefficient
was found between 1-day OSS and ELA Scores (r = .00, p = .97).
Conclusion 16: There was a positive statistically significant relationship found between
corporal punishment and the students’ ELA scores (r = .33, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 8
students.
Conclusion 17: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship found
between alternative school and the students’ ELA scores (r =-.34, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 8
students.
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Research Question 6
Were there statistically significant relationships between the students’ common discipline
consequences and academic performance in mathematics scores as measured by the MAAP in
Grade 7 and Grade 8?
The statistics reported in Table 24 represent secondary data for 68 students in Grade 7
including the means and standard deviations for mathematics scores and discipline
consequences. Table 24 presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients
between the discipline consequences and mathematics scores for Grade 7 students.
Table 24
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 7 Discipline Consequences
and Mathematics Scores (N=68)
Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

678.43

232.174

Call parent/contact

.15

.35

.00

.96

Student conference

.25

.43

.08

.47

Parent conference

.04

.20

.07

.55

Corporal punishment

.54

.50

.16

.17

In-school detention

.09

.28

-.05

.65

ISS

.01

.12

.04

.70

Bus suspension

.10

.30

-.05

.68

Alternative program suspension
serious

.01

.12

.03

.77

Math test
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Table 24 (continued)

*

Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

Juvenile detention moderate

.03

.17

.04

.74

Alternative school serious

.01

.12

.03

.77

1-Day OSS

.34

.47

-.18

.14

2-Day OSS

.22

.41

.04

.72

3-Day OSS

.44

.50

.00

.99

4-Day OSS

.09

.28

-.25*

.03*

Paddling (2-5 swats)

.15

.35

-.00

.97

p ≤ 0.05.

The data in Table 24 show that there was one statistically significant relationship among
the variables and the mathematics scores. There was a statistically significant negative weak
relationship between students’ mathematics scores and 4-day OSS (r = -.25, p ≤ 0.05). As the
table shows, there were negative, very weak negative relationships between 1-day OSS and
mathematics scores (r = -.18, p = .14), in-school detention and mathematics scores (r = -.05, p =
.65), and bus suspension and mathematics scores (r = -.05, p = .68). In addition, there were
positive, very weak relationships between corporal punishment and students’ mathematics scores
(r = .16, p = .17) and student conferences and students’ mathematics scores (r = .08, p = .47).
Conclusion 18: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
mathematics scores and 4-day OSS (r = -.25, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 7 students.
The statistics reported in Table 25 represent secondary data for 88 students and includes
the means and standard deviations for the students’ mathematics scores and discipline
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consequences. Table 25 presents a display of the data showing the correlation coefficients for
the students’ discipline consequences and mathematics scores for Grade 8.
Table 25
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients for Grade 8 Discipline Consequences
and Mathematics Scores
Variable by type

M

SD

R

Sig.

780.67

231.07

Call parent/contact

.10

.30

-.04

.67

Student conference

.13

.33

-.02

.83

Parent conference

.07

.25

.07

.48

Corporal punishment

.57

.49

.33*

.00

In-school detention

.07

.25

.08

.45

Bus suspension

.01

.10

.03

.75

Juvenile detention

.07

.25

-.09

.39

Alternative school

.05

.20

-.34*

.00

1-Day OSS

.30

.45

-.00

.96

2-Day OSS

.22

.41

.14

.16

3-Day OSS

.49

.50

-.05

.64

4-Day OSS

.05

.20

-.13

.20

Paddling (2-5 swats)

.15

.35

.00

.97

Math test

*

p ≤ 0.05.
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The data in Table 25 show there were two statistically significant relationships among the
variables and the Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores. There was a statistically significant
positive relationship between the Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores and corporal punishment
(r = .33, p ≤ 0.05), indicating that as corporal punishment increased, mathematics scores were
lower. There was a statistically significant negative relationship between alternative school as a
discipline consequence and students’ mathematics scores (r = -.34, p ≤ 0.01). In addition, there
were positive, very weak relationships between 2-day OSS and students’ mathematics scores (r =
.14, p = .16) and in-school detention and mathematics scores (r = .08, p = .45). Also, there were
negative, very weak relationships between 4-day OSS and mathematics scores (r = -.13, p = .20)
and juvenile detention and mathematics scores (r = -.09, p = .39) for Grade 8 students.
Conclusion 19: There was a statistically significant positive relationship between corporal
punishment and Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores (r = .33, p ≤ 0.05).
Conclusion 20: There was a statistically significant negative relationship between
alternative school and Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores (r = -.34, p ≤ 0.05).
Summary
This chapter consisted of the results of the study. The study investigated the most
common discipline infractions and consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. Another
objective of the investigation was to determine whether the discipline infractions and the
consequences imposed for the infractions were associated with students’ ELA and mathematics
scores for the 2017-2018 school term.
The researcher posed six questions. The first two questions sought to identify the most
common discipline infractions by grade level and the discipline consequences by grade levels.
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Findings for the first research question revealed that the most common discipline infractions
were in the minor category for both grade levels. General classroom disruptions were the most
frequent infractions in this category followed by physical aggression. The second most common
discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were the use of inappropriate language. In addition,
the second most common discipline infraction for Grade 8 students was harassment. The highest
mean scores for moderate infractions for Grade 7 students were disorderly conduct,
rude/disrespectful behavior, and class cuts. The highest mean scores of moderate infractions for
Grade 8 students were rude/disrespectful behavior, disorderly conduct, and class cuts. The most
common serious discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were fighting, use of profanity, and
bullying. The most common serious discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were the use of
profanity, fighting, and bullying. There were several common discipline consequences reported
for the second research question. The highest mean scores for discipline consequences aside
from OSSs collectively were corporal punishment, 3-day OSS, and 1-day OSS.
Research questions three through six required an examination of relationships between
the variables of the students’ discipline infractions and performance in ELA and mathematics
and the students’ discipline consequences and performance in ELA and mathematics. The
Pearson correlations were used to determine the associations between the variables. Conclusions
for the correlations among the variables for discipline infractions and discipline consequences
and ELA and mathematics scores were presented for Grade 7 students and Grade 8 students.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of the study was two-fold. First, the study sought to determine the most
common discipline infractions and discipline consequences administered for Grade 7 and Grade
8 students in a middle school located in the Mississippi Delta. Second, the study sought to
determine if relationships existed between discipline infractions and student achievement and
discipline consequences and student achievement in the specific middle school. This chapter
provides the summary, discussion, and conclusions of the results of the study. Further, the
chapter provides the limitations of the study, recommendations for school administrators, and
recommendations for future research.
Summary
The quantitative research design and methodology selected for the study included the use
of an existing dataset. Data were analyzed from a school in the Mississippi Delta. The study
observed discipline infractions and discipline consequences for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students.
The data included 25 females and 43 males in Grade 7 with discipline infractions and
consequences. Also, the data included 31 females and 57 males for Grade 8 with discipline
infractions and consequences.
Grade 7 students had discipline infractions that totaled 252, and Grade 8 had 314
discipline infractions. The discipline consequences for Grade 7 students totaled 168 and the
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discipline consequences for Grade 8 students totaled 198. The criteria for inclusion in the study
included (a) students who had received one or more discipline infractions during the year, (b)
students who were in continuous enrollment from August 2017 through May 2018, (c) students
who had scores for the spring 2018 examination of the MAAP ELA and mathematics tests, and
(d) students who did not receive special education services during the school term.
Conclusions
Conclusions for Research Question 1
The first research question was to determine the most common discipline infractions for
Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. For the first research question, the frequency counts and
percentages for discipline infractions were computed through SPSS. The discipline infractions
were coded as minor, moderate, serious, or severe for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. For Grade 7
students, the most common minor infractions were class disruptions (n=70, 28%), physical
aggression (n=31, 14%), and inappropriate language (n=16, 6%).
Conclusion 1: The most common minor discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were class
disruptions, physical aggression, inappropriate language, passing gas, falsifying a note, being in
wrong location, and unsafe behavior.
The most common moderate discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were disorderly
conduct (n=26, 10%), rude and disrespectful behavior (n=23, 9%), and class cuts (n=7, 3%).
Conclusion 2: The most common moderate discipline infractions for Grade 7 students
were disorderly conduct and rude and disrespectful behavior.
Conclusion 3: The most common serious discipline infractions for Grade 7 students were
fighting and using profanity.
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Conclusion 4: Overall, the most common discipline infractions (107) for Grade 7 students
was in the category of minor discipline infractions. Male students had more discipline
infractions than female students.
Grade 8 discipline infractions revealed the same three categories (minor, moderate, and
serious). The most common minor discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were class
disruptions (n=111, 35%), physical aggression (n=40, 13%), and harassment (n=17, 5%).
Conclusion 5: The most common minor discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were
classroom disruptions, physical aggression, and harassment.
Conclusion 6: The most common moderate discipline infractions for Grade 8 students
were rude and disrespectful behavior, disorderly conduct, and class cuts.
Conclusion 7: The most common serious discipline infractions for Grade 8 students were
the use of profanity, fighting, and bullying.
Conclusion 8: The most committed infractions for Grade 8 students were minor discipline
infractions. Grade 8 male students had more discipline infractions than female students in
all three categories of minor, moderate, and serious discipline infractions.
There were 314 discipline infractions representing 236 minor discipline infractions
(72%), 63 moderate infractions (20%), and 25 (8%) serious infractions.
Conclusions for Research Question 2
The second research question sought to determine the common discipline consequences
as a result of the discipline infractions for the Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. The most distributed
consequences for Grade 7 students were corporal punishment (n = 37, 10%), 3-day OSS (n = 29,
16%), and 1-day OSS (n = 23, 13%).
84

Conclusion 9: The most common discipline consequences for Grade 7 students were
corporal punishment, 3-day OSS, and 1-day OSS.
The most distributed consequences for Grade 8 students were corporal punishment (50, 25%), 3day OSS (43, 22%), and 1-day OSS (26, 13%).
Conclusion 10: The most common discipline consequences for Grade 8 students (males
and females) were corporal punishment, 3-day OSS, and 1-day OSS.
Conclusions for Research Question 3
The third research question investigated whether there were statistically significant
relationships between the students’ common discipline infractions and academic performance in
ELA scores as measured by the MAAP in Grades 7 and 8. The Pearson correlation statistic was
computed to determine the findings. Further, the investigation included determining if
relationships existed between minor, moderate, or serious discipline infractions and the ELA
scores.
For Grade 7 students, one statistically significant relationship was found between pass
gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and putting student tablet in trash and
ELA scores (r = -.29, p ≤ 0.05). The analysis revealed that of the 17 discipline infractions and
ELA associations, negative associations outnumbered positive associations.
Conclusion 11: There was a weak and negative statistically significant relationship
between ELA scores and grouped minor discipline infractions (passing gas, wrong
location, falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and putting student tablet in trash, r = .29, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 7 students.
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Conclusion 12: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
the discipline infraction of refuse to comply and ELA scores (r = -.22, p ≤ 0.05) for
Grade 8 students.
For Grade 8 students, the data showed the means and standard deviations for the ELA
scores and the discipline infractions for Grade 8 students. One statistically significant
relationship existed between refuse to comply and ELA scores (r =-.22, p ≤ 0.05), meaning as
refuse to comply increased, ELA scores were lower. The analysis revealed that of the 16
discipline infractions and ELA associations, positive associations outnumbered negative
associations. The correlation coefficients for the ELA scores and discipline infractions were all
very weak.
Conclusions for Research Question 4
The fourth research question investigated whether there were statistically significant
relationships between the student’s common discipline infractions and academic performance in
mathematics scores as measured by the MAAP in Grades 7 and 8. As in the preceding research
question, Pearson correlations were computed to determine the findings. The investigation
included determining if relationships existed between minor, moderate, or serious discipline
infractions and the mathematics scores.
Conclusion 13: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
grouped infractions (pass gas, wrong location, falsifying note, pulling student by leg, and
putting student tablet in trash) and mathematics scores (r =-.29, p = 0.01) for Grade 7
students.
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Conclusion 14: There was a negative statistically significant relationships between refuse
to comply and mathematics scores (r = -.22, p ≤ 0.05).
Conclusions for Research Question 5
The fifth research question investigated whether there were statistically significant
relationships between the student’s common discipline consequences and academic performance
in ELA scores as measured by the MAAP in Grades 7 and 8. As in the previous research
questions, Pearson correlations were computed to determine the findings.
There was one statistically significant relationship among the students’ discipline
consequences and the ELA scores. There was a statistically significant negative relationship
between ELA scores and 4-day suspensions (r = -.24, p ≤ 0.05), indicating as 4-day increased,
ELA scores were lower.
Conclusion 15: There was a statistically significant negative weak relationship between
4-day suspension and ELA scores (r = -.24, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 7 students.
For Grade 8, the existence of a statistically significant relationship between students’
consequences and ELA scores revealed there were two statistically significant relationships
among the variables and the ELA scores. There were positive and negative statistically
significant relationships. There was a positive statistically significant relationship between
corporal punishment and ELA scores (r = .33, p ≤ 0.01), and there was a negative weak
relationship between alternative school and ELA scores (r =-.34, p ≤ 0.01).
Conclusion 16: There was a positive statistically significant relationship found between
corporal punishment and the students’ ELA scores (r = .33, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 8
students.
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Conclusion 17: There was a negative, weak statistically significant relationship found
between alternative school and ELA scores (r =-.34, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 8 students.
Conclusions for Research Question 6
The sixth research question investigated whether there were statistically significant
relationships between the students’ common discipline consequences and academic performance
in mathematics scores as measured by the MAAP in Grades 7 and 8. Again, as in the previous
research questions, Pearson correlations were computed to determine the findings. The data
showed there was one statistically significant relationship among the variables and the
mathematics scores.
Conclusion 18: There was a statistically significant negative, weak relationship between
mathematics scores and 4-day OSS (r = -.25, p ≤ 0.05) for Grade 7 students.
For Grade 8, there were two statistically significant relationships among the variables and
the Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores. There was a statistically significant positive
relationship between the Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores and corporal punishment (r = .33,
p ≤ 0.01), indicating that as corporal punishment increased, mathematics scores were higher.
There was a statistically significant negative relationship between alternative school and
mathematics scores (r = -.34, p ≤ 0.01).
Conclusion 19: There was a statistically significant positive relationship between corporal
punishment and Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores (r = .33, p ≤ 0.01).
Conclusion 20: There was a statistically significant negative relationship between
alternative school and Grade 8 students’ mathematics scores (r = -.34, p ≤ 0.01).
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Discussion
Based on the literature review, the intersection of race and gender highlighted African
American males as having the highest student discipline infractions, followed by Caucasian
males, African American females, and Caucasian females (Lewis et al., 2010; Mendez & Knoff,
2003; Skiba et al., 2000). The present study did not have representation of Caucasian students.
The demographics of the group included 96% African American students. African American
males in both Grade 7 and Grade 8 committed the majority of the discipline infractions. In Grade
7, the African American males committed 159 (63%) discipline infractions and African
American females committed 93 (37%) of the discipline infractions. In Grade 8, African
American males committed 216 (69%) of the discipline infractions, and African American
females committed 98 (31%) of the discipline infractions.
The findings for the first research question are consistent with a prior study conducted by
Theriot and Duppler (2010). The researchers believed as students transitioned from elementary
to middle school, the severity of the infractions increased. In this study, class disruptions for
Grade 7 and Grade 8 progressed by grade levels. For example, in Grade 7 class disruptions
represented 70 occurrences and Grade 8 represented 111 occurrences. Physical aggression
occurred more frequently (n = 40) for Grade 8 students in comparison to Grade 7 students (n =
31).
When examining the findings for the second research question in regard to the common
discipline consequences, research studies were considered that focused on OSSs. City Lab
(2010) suggested schools increasingly punished students severely with suspensions, referrals to
juvenile court, and arrests. Based on the current dataset, students consistently received
suspensions (1-day and 3-day OSS) and corporal punishment as the preferred method of
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punishment. Furthermore, the literature review revealed that African American students were at
greater risk of receiving OSS than ISS (Girvan et al., 2016). When observing the data for the
present study, students in Grade 7 experienced 73 occurrences of OSS in comparison to one
occurrence of ISS. For Grade 8, students experienced 92 OSS occurrences as opposed to zero
ISSs.
According to Mendez and Knoff (2003), African American students’ suspensions
disproportionately reflected more classroom removals than the removal of their counterparts. The
researcher found the most common consequence for discipline infractions for the students was
OSS in Grade 7 and Grade 8. The present study supported Mendez and Knoff’s (2003) findings
with OSS identified as the most common discipline consequence.
The remaining research questions sought to determine the statistical relationships
between the students’ discipline infractions and academic performance in ELA and mathematics
as measured by MAAP for Grade 7 and Grade 8 students. Prior studies indicated that students in
Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8 who were assigned discipline consequences (OSS) had
statistically lower reading and mathematics scores in comparison to students who did not receive
consequences in Grades 6, 7, and 8 (Hilbert, 2010). Overall, as the severity of consequences
increased, students in Grade 6, Grade 7, and Grade 8 experienced lower reading and mathematics
scores (Hilbert, 2010). Prior studies suggested that OSS as a discipline consequence can
substantially decrease student performance on the state standardized assessment (Arcia, 2007;
Hilbert, 2010; Lewis et al., 2010; Walsh & Little, 2018).
The findings from the study suggested that there were statistically significant
relationships between 4-day OSS and both tested areas for Grade 7 students. The findings related
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to the literature review revealed students who experienced OSSs missed important instructional
time (Arcia, 2007; Lewis et. al., 2010; Walsh & Little, 2018), and had the tendency to lose
percentage points on standardized tests (Arcia, 2007). In response to unwanted behaviors, school
districts often implemented suspensions or exclusionary discipline consequences (Cagle, 2017).
In accordance, the current study suggested that the school districts utilized a variety of methods
to reduce classroom disruptions, but the most prevalent consequence was OSS. While OSSs were
common in the school district presented in the study, studies suggested that African American
students received OSS as a discipline consequence due to subjective judgment (Losen, 2011).
Based on subjective judgments, students experienced classroom removal and suspensions
(NYCU, 2011). In order to increase student achievement, administrators should practice more
visibility, more student interactions, and visit classrooms often (Waters et al., 2004).
When viewing the broken windows theory, administrators should use rehabilitative
solutions to discipline instead of punishment (Gladwell, 2000). The theory proposes finding
alternative solutions to misbehavior and assisting students with better decision-making
(Gladwell, 2000). The theory also allows administrators to accommodate students in redirecting
responses of past painful experiences (Gladwell, 2000). Administrators can incorporate PBIS to
teach social behavior (Gladwell, 2000).
Limitations of the Study
First, the results of the study may be generalized only to the specific group of students in
a middle school in the Mississippi Delta. Further, the small dataset did not include representation
for other races (White and Hispanic) for both Grades 7 and 8. Moreover, the study was inclusive
of all students except for students receiving special services from a specific period (2017-2018
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school year). The discipline policy during the 2017-2018 was designed on a K-12 discipline step
ladder.
Implications for School Leaders
The present study observed the most common discipline infractions for Grade 7 and
Grade 8 in one specific school district in the Mississippi Delta during the 2017-2018 school year.
School leaders may use rehabilitative solutions instead of harsh punishments such as OSS to
decrease disorderly conduct. Administrators can eliminate policies requiring the use of OSSs for
minor or moderate discipline infractions and replace the consequences with student counseling,
Saturday school, volunteer work, or more alternative possible solutions. The instructional time
students miss is associated with loosing percentage points on reading and mathematics
standardized tests; leaders can reduce class time missed through alternative approaches
discipline. One alternative solution is addressing students’ individual needs. Administrators and
teachers can help to promote student achievement through practicing more visibility, visiting
classrooms often, and encouraging more student interactions.
General Recommendations for School Administrators and Teachers
School leaders, such as lead teachers, curriculum coordinators, principals, and assistant
principals, may benefit from the findings of the study. The following general recommendations
for school leaders and policymakers may be useful.
1.

School administrators should consider using discipline-related data as a factor in
the appropriate way to issue student discipline consequences.

2.

School administrators should bring awareness to the impact of specific discipline
infractions and discipline consequences, specifically OSSs.
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3.

School administrators should work to ensure students are exhibiting acceptable
behavior in and outside of the classroom while at school.

4.

School administrators should evaluate the present discipline policies and seek
other alternatives aside from OSS to address students’ discipline infractions.

5.

School administrators should provide teacher professional development that
involves cultural-related interventions to increase academic achievement and
reduce classroom disruptions.
Recommendation for Further Research

While there is an abundance of literature on student discipline infractions and
consequences, more research is required in attempts to bring about acceptable student behavior
and improved students’ academic performance.
The following are recommendations for future research relative to the study.
1.

A future study may be conducted to investigate how teachers and administrators
determine specific infractions for students.

2.

A longitudinal study may be designed and conducted after high school graduation
to determine the impact of discipline infractions and consequences during middle
school.

3.

A qualitative study may be conducted to investigate students’ views related to
discipline infractions, discipline consequences, and academic performance.
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Protocol ID: IRB-19-216
Principal Investigator: Frankie Williams
Protocol Title: Selected Disciplinary Infractions and sanctions Associated with Race, Gender,
and Academic Achievement in the Mississippi Delta
The review of your study referenced above has been completed. While we sincerely
appreciate the submission of your study, it was determined that your research does not require
HRPP/IRBM oversight at this time. If in the future, if your research changes, or you feel that the
intent has changed, please feel free to contact our office to determine if an existing data
application should be submitted.
Though your research does not require HRPP/IRB oversight, we strongly encourage you
to use best practices in the conduct of your research. These can include but are not limited to: (a)
providing information pertaining to the study so that the participant can make an informed
decision; (b) giving them your contact information for future reference; (c) explaining their
participation is voluntary and they can stop at any time without penalty; (d) and (e) proper
recruitment of participants.
We would like to request that in your recruitment materials, that you mention that our
office (the HRPP) has reviewed this study and determined it to be not human subjects’ research.
The project may proceed without further review from this office. If you have any
questions about this determination, please contact the HRPP at IRB@research.msstate.edu.

110

